
DOCUMENT RESUME

KenoyeL Charles E.; And Others
The Effects of Discontinuing Compensitory-EducatiOn
Services. Technical Report 4111 from the Study of the
Sustaining Effects of Compensatory Education on Basic
.Skills.

INSTITUTION System Developmeni Corp., Santa Monica, Calif.'
SPONS AGENCY Office,of Program Evaluation (ED), Washington',

D.C.
PUB DATE Feb 81
CONTRACT 300-75-0332 '.
NOTE 170p.; Some tables marginally legible. For related -

documents 'see ED 146 182-183;ED 155 300, ED 163 128,
and UD 022 122-128.

-EDRS PRICE MF01/PC07 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS *Achievement Gains; *Achievement Rating; Basic

Skills; *Compensatory Education; Elementary
Education; Elemenlry,School Students; Financial
Support; Mathematics Achievement; *Outcomes, of
Educationr*Program Effectiveness; Reading
Achievement

IDENTIFIERS *Elementary Secondary Education 'Act Title I

ED 213 787

AUTHOR
TI.TLS

UD 022 126

ABSTRACT
', .

:-.) This report examines the effects of discontinuing
4 Compensatory Education.(CE) services. Three reasons for

'' . discontinuation of services are identified: (1) about 60 percent of
the students were no longer qualified due to.high achievement; (2) 25
percent of the programs lost funding; and (3). the remaining .d

: percentage reflectdkprotnotion of students to. grades which had no CE
programs. Chapter one provides 'information on reading anti math
'programs, and ow achievemelklevels of students accoreiln§ to their
relationship to CS tnclaccording to why their services were
discontinued. Chipter two'assesses the educational services offered
to students following termination of CE. Achievemetnt growth after
termination of CE ,is analyzed in chapter three. Finally, chapter four
inteiprets the fi,ndingsob achievement growth.Tour'!ippendices

.

provide suppleMentary data for each of theochapters. (Autlior/ML)%
. ....

-. , .0 .N

-
-..

.

.

.

.. 4

*****°****************************,e***"**************;****i*************
* Reproductions supplied by,TDRS are the-best that can be made *
* from the original document. *

. ,



Pr\

CZA,

rat

LLI

0

REPORT #
THE EFFECTS OF DISCONTINUING COMPENSATORY-EDUCATION sERylcrs

)
Charles E. Kenoyer

Deborah M. Cooper
D. Eugene Saxton
Ralph' Hoepfner

_ TECHNICAL REPORT # 11 FROM THE
STUDY OF THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS OF COMPENSATORY -

EDUCATION ON BASIC SKILLS

4/
PREPARED FOR THE

OFFICE OF PROGRAM EVALUATION,
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

BY

SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
.2500 COLORADO AVENUE

SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA-90406

1 FEBRUARY 1981

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
4

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL L RESOURCES INFORMATION

CENTER IERICI
Thrs document; has been reproduced as
received hem the person or organization
originat
Mino errs have been made IS improve
reproduction quality

.
Points of new or spoons stated in this docu
menttlo not necessarily represent officialNIE
position er .



1

QOM

REPORTS IN THE STUDY OF SUSTAINING EFFECTS OF COMPENSATORY
, , EDUCATION SERIES .

1. Hoepfner, Ralph, Zagorski, Henry, and Wellisch, Jean. The Sample for the Sustaining
Effects Study and Projectidns of its Characteristics to the National Population. System
DevelopnSent Corporatioh, Santa Monica, California, June 1977.

Breglio, VinCent J., Hinckley, Ronald H., and Beal, Richard Students' Ecoshomic and
Educational'Sfatus and Selection for Compensatory Education. DecimalteiearCh3ania
Ana, California, January 1978. .

3. Hinckley, Ronald H.; Beal, RichardS., and Breglio, Vincent J.4 Student Economic- and
Educational. Status and Receipt of Educational Services. Decima Research, Santa Ana,
California, June 1978. '!A

. 1/4

4. Hinckley, Rohald H., Editor, Beal, Richard S., Breglio, Vincent J., Haertel, Edward H.,
and Wiley, David E. Student Home Environmeht, Edutational Achievement, and COM-
pensatory Education Decima Research, Santa Ana, California, January 197a.

5. Wang, Ming-mei, Hoepfner, Ralph,' Zagorski, Henry, Hemenway, 'Judith A., Brown,
Deborah S., and Bear, Moraye B. The Nature and.Recipients of COmpensatory

System Development Corporation, Santa Monica, California; September 1978.

6. Haggart Sue A., Klibanoff, Leonard S., Sumner, Gerald C., Williams,,
1

Richards S Resource'
Analysis of Compensatory Education. RMC Research Corporatio;i, Santa Monica, Cali-
fornia, October 1978.

7. Surnnec Gerald C., Klibanoff, Leonard S.; and Haggart, Su A..An Analysis of the Cost
and Effectiveness' of Compensatory Education. ..RMC search Corporation, Sgita,
Monica,' California, August 1979. #

;"

4

,

8. Klibanoff, Le and S., Haggart, Sue A. Summer Growth and the Effectiveness of Summer
School.,RMC esearch Corporation, Santa Monica, California, June 1980.

9.. Hemenw4y, Judith A., Wang, Ming-mei, Kenoyer, ChArles,1E., Hoepfner, Ralph; Bear,
Moraye B., Smith, Gerrie. The Measures and Variables irk the Sustaining Effects Study.
System Development Corporation, Santa Monica, California, December 1978.

t 9A. The SES Staff. A Compilation of The Instruments Used the Sustaining 'EffectS Stu
System, Development Corporation, Santa Monica;California, April 1979.

The work reported in this series was performed under Contract No. OE 300-75-0332 with
the U.S. Office of Education. The Office of Education encourages contractor\.to express their
professional judgments in reports. The opinions, conclusions, and recommendations in these
reports are those of the authors and do not necessarily represent Aifice of Education positions
qr policy.



THE ST
6

SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT VCiOgPO ,ATION:

Project Mat,gement. Lttunor

tiDF THE STUDY OF.SUSTAINING EFFECTS

Carter, Director J1975- ); Raymond B. Stewart,
Associatei3trector (197 71979), Thomas F. Collins, Assistant Director fOr Planning and
Control (19 -1978); R'ckbert L. Lamoureux (1978);' Marilyn Stevenson (1975-1977),
Patrice Metr \1977-1979).

Design and An ysis. RalolVpdeofner, Manager (1975- ), Henry J. Zagorski (1975-
); Ming-ry) Wang (19,6- ); Charles E. Kenoyer (1975 -1976, 1978 1979); Joel.

Moskowitz (1 7- 1978); Ray W. Baker (1976-1978); Mary Jean At.stin ((976- );

John McCall (.`1771; LewiZamora (1976-1977), Deborah S. Brown (1977-1978);
Judith A. i emt ay (10774979); Thomas E Locke (1977- ); Wallace S Tai (1977-
1978), arino**7- iustino (1978); Moray B. Bear (1977- ); Lawrence A. Jordan
(1978- ); bo b Cooper 1978- -1; Edward J Colon (1978-1979), Gerrie

.....__SPorth (1978-19 ,); Eugene Won (1979- ); Jon Conklin (1979- ),

Instrumentation ara School Characteristics. Jean B Wellisch, Manager (1975-1977),
Ralph MelaragnOlt975-1976);, Ronald A. Carriere (1975-1977)

Field Operations. f:Mcin R Lee, Manager (1975- ); Cleone L. Geddes (1975- ),

Thomas A. Ramiiei (1975-1979), Cynthia Hull (1976-1977), John R. Shiban (1975-
1976)

SuCcessful Sites Stddy; Dean R. Lee, Manager (1'977- ), Gary A. Duck (1977-N978);
Lee J Poynor (19711.' ), Ronald A. Carriere (1978 -. Anne H. MacQueen (1978

); Fred E. Cro_ ,,er (1978); Miles 'S. Rogers (1979- )

Distribution and ScOing. Patrick F Carnes, Manager (1976- 1979), Carl Molitor (1976-
1977), 'Loren SotAiorth (1976-1977), Stanley A. Dounn (1976-1919), Herb Smith\\ . (1977-49781.

44..

Editorial and Publica1i4ns. Frank Tier&y, Manager(1978- 1, Pamela Doherty, (1978,
I, Bruce Sever0`.980- 1; Kean Mantius (1975-f 977); Una Vere Katter (1V61

,
1978) 11,

DECIMA RESEARCH:

Pirticipation Study;cCiOcent 1, Breglio, Manager (1975-1979), Ronald H. Hinckley
(1975-19-'9%; RichaaS. Beal- (1 977=1978); Timothy McGrew (197509771,
Washburn (1976-19'7p; S. Kay Lavish (1975-1977):Barbara Openshaw (1975-1977Y.

RMC RESEARal CORPORATION:

Cost/Effectiveness aiiturnmer Study. Sue A Haggart, Manager (1975-1979).; Leonora,
S Klibasoff (1975479), Nabeel Al-Salam (1975- 1977), Laurence 'A. Dougharty
(1975-1977), Gerald: Sumner (1977-1979), Richards S. Williams (1977-1979), Rita

Steinmetz (197T-197

c

PAfIFIC CONSITULTANM ,

Functional Effec ivens% Measures. Mary Spencer, Manager (1975-1976), David Bes-
semer (1975 ), Mcolas Fedan (1975- 1976), Bobby Offutt (1970976).

4

V



U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION:

Office of Planning, Bu'dgetin'g and EValuation. Janice K. Anderson, Project Officer
(1979 ) and Deputy Projet Officer (1975-1979); George W. Mayeske, Project
Officer (19751979), Kathryn-E. Crossley, Administrative Assistant (1975 )i

Division of Education for the Disadvantaged. Paul Miller (1975- ),William Lobosco
(1975 ); Velma James (1975 ).

,
i

I

i
e.

S

a

,

,

iv 5

.,

t

JO

t

f

., ,

a .......1.

ir
I

. c

.



o

SUSTAIN IN FFECTS STUDY ADVISORY GROUPS AND PANELS

Policy Advisory Gro p'. Edward Boddy (1975: . ); Ote-al Bowen (1975- ); Alan
Davitt (1977-1979); Leo Doherty (1975- c ); Shirley Foster (1975 -, ); Joe Hansen
(1975-1976); '''-iter. Hathaway' (197,51976);-Rio Rita' Jackson (1975-); Robert
Lamborn (.41.977); elia-Martin (1975- .); Roberta Martinez (1975- ); Lucy Matos
(1975- ); Miles Myers (1975 -' ); Thomas Rails (1975- ); Stanley Rumbaugh

-(1975T ); Alexander Sergienkb (1975- ); Kenneth Smith (1977); Patricia Williams
(1975- , ').

Rsearch lkdvisory tro p.Doncald Campbell (1975-' 4; William Cooley (1 );
Re. Fortune (19 _ );_ Milian; Michael (1=97,5- ); Alex Mood (1975- );

David Wiley (1 5- ); Melvin IlOvick (1975-1978):* , .
.

Panel on Achie ement Tests. Williaiii. Coffman (1975-1976); Melvin Seeman (1975-
1976); Floralin Stevens (1975-3976); Rlph Tyler (1975-1976); Jamesasquez (1975-
1976).

.

Panel on Bias in Evaluation. ThO'mas F: Pettigrew (1975.-1976); Benjamip J.McCullough
(1975-1976); Daniel O'Neal (1975:1976); Frank Navarette (19,7-1976); Ricardo
Chapa (1975-1976); Florida Catchins Hyde (1975-V976);, Dorothy Peterson .(1975-
1976); Takako okubo (1975-1976), Elma Bertrarp (19'5-1976), Don tVlanalili (1975-

, . .1976).

Panel onFunctioufil Literacy. Marilyn ,Litchtman (1975-1976); James Saunders (1.975-
.1976); Thomas Stich (1975-1976);" James Vasquez (1975-11976):,

.%Panel. on Affective 1easures; Joyce Le.1%, Epstein (1975 197 John Kitsuse (1975-
1976); Mel vi n 'Seerrtan (1975,-1976); lures Vasque.z (1975- 1976).'

Panel on Innovative Compensatory Projects.. Mary Bentzen (1975- 1976); William Coff-
man (1975-1976); William Georgiades (1975-1976); John Peper (1975-1976); Ralph
Tyler (1975-19761.

ar

k

r
"

_
co

00



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

List of Tables

List of Figures xiv,
Overview xv

Chapter

1 . The Incidence of Discontinuation of CE Services
1

1'

Introduction 1

Some Preliminary Definitions .
,. 2 ..

Exploratory,Analyses of Changes in CE Services 3

Samples for Reading and Math Analyses) 1 12

2. Educational Services after Termination_orCE' 15
_,

M eseasur of Educational Service ,I j . 15 .
1, ,

The Samples of Students to be Studied 1 7
..

comparisons of Total kducational Services .17i....----/"t
s Comparisons of Kinds of Educational Services 25

Achievemeni AfterTermination oca '` 33., tt,'.. Achievement Status . 33 ^
4; 4 Achieyement Growth 4 , ,. 37

.
Students Who Lost CE Status Due-tellklo Program atZrade or School 43-

. . --,...._Summary 47
4, Effects of Instruction on Growth ......, - f 51r

.
Prediction of.the Achievemtnt Growth of Former CE Students

. --i' 53'

Prediction.orthe Achlevement ,Growth of Former CE Students,
ConsideiVg Their Growth in the Previous Year

- 1
57 '

., ..

. .. 57:Summary
o

, References 59

Appendix A: Suppleinental Text and Tables for Chapter 14 ,/ %; ,
. 60

, ,

Appendix B: Su lemental Tables for Chapter 2 66 .. .-

Appendix C: Supplemental Tables for Chapter 3 71

Appendix D: Supalemental Tables for Chapter 4 88

C vh.

'
7 ,



LIST OF TABLES

Table Page

i
1-1 Numbers of students Whose CE ServiceS Were Discontinued, by Reason

for Discontinuation, CE Funding Source, and' Subject 5

1;2 ,,, Numbers of StUdents Whose CE Services Were Discontinued by Reason
for Discontinuation and Subsequerit Status 6

1-3 Percentages of CE Students 'in Year 2, by. Subject, CE Funding Source,
Reason fdr TerThination, and Grade 7

1-4 Reasons V\thycE Services Were Discontinued, by Grade and CE Funding
Source 8

, < 1-

1-5 Percentages of Year 2 CE Students Who Continued in the Same Program
from Year 1 8

1-6 Percentages of Students in CE Both Years Who Also Were in Another CE...
Program in Year 1 . 9

.. .

1-7 Percentages of Students Starting_a CE Program in Year 2 Who Were in
Some Other CE Program the Pre ious Year 10

1-8 Percentages of CE Students Who Were Also in Some Other CE Program
the Same Year A 10

1-9 ° Mean CTBS Percentile Scores (from Spring of 1) by Transition I
Category and Grade for Ye 2' ' -* 11

1-10 Mean CTBS Percentile Scores (from Fall of Year 1) by Transition
Category Nand Grade for Year 1 12

. ' 6
2- 1 Average Hours and Costs of Instruction Offered in Year 1 to -SfulzenR

ose Programs Changed, by Grade .
19.

2-2. Analysis o( Variance of Reading and Math Instructional Services
According to Changes in CE Programs (ran,sition) and Grade 23

2-1._, Average- Hours and Costs of Instruction Offered to Title I Students
Whose, Programs Changed in Year. 2? by Grade 24

2-4 .. Analysis of Variance of Reading and Math Instructiolfal,SerVices,
According_to Changes in the Title I PrOgram (Transitiog) and Grade °26

..
..5 Discriminant Anatyses Between Terminated Studeng and Comparison

Students (CE and 'Reguldr Students fromtSchools with Terminated .

Students)Year 1 .27
2-6 Average Hours in Selected Reading and M.1th Instructional Situations, forf

Terminateditnd CE Students Year 1 28 .
...., :- .

viii
8



2-8

3-1

3-2

3 -3

3-4

-5

3-6

3-7

3-8

3-9

3-10

3-11
c

4-1

4-2

LIST Of TABLES (Continued)

4

Discriminant Analyses Between Terminated and CE Students and
Between'Terminated and Regular Students-Reading, Year 2 29.
Discriminant Analyses Between Terminated and CE Students and
Between Terminated and Regular StudentsMath, Year 2 31

,

Average Reading and Math Percentiles for Spring of Year 1 for StA lents
Who Se Programs Changed, by Grade 34

Summary Table for Analyses of -V.friance-of Springyear 1 Reading and
Math -Achievement - 35

Average Reading and Math Percentiles for Spring of Year 2 for Students
Whose Programs Changed, by Funding Source and Grade 36

Summary Table for Analyses of Variance of Spring Year 2 Reading and.
Math Achievement 38

3 Average Residualized Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year 1 for
Students Discontinued from CE Duet° High Ac ievrnerit, by Grade 40

Average Residual Reading and Math Gain-Score 'from Year 2 for
Students Discontined from CE Due to High Achievement, by Grade' 41

Average Reading and Math Gain Scores, by Previous Year's 'AChievement
Quartiles, for Students Terminated from CE Due to High Achievement,
by Grade 44

Ayerage Residualized Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year 1 for
Students PrornOtel.to a Grade with No CE Program and for Those
Whov Schools Lost, CE Funding, by Grade - 45

AveragetResidualized Readingand Math Gain Scores Irom Year 2 for
Students"Who Lost CE Services Because of Promotion, by Grade 46

Average Residualized Reading and Math Gain Scores from,Year 2 for
Students Who Lost CE Services Because Their SchOols Lost CE Funding, or

by Grade 48 '4

, Comparisons of the Growth Rates of Discontinued Skicents to Three
Standards 49
Number of Times Each Predictor Made a Significant Cothribution to the
Prediction of Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of Students
Terminated from CE Programs, Summed over the Duration the Study and
Differently Funded CE Orograr\is 55

Number or Times Each Predictor Made a Significant Contribution to the
Prediction of Achievement Growth for Students'Terminated from CE Due
to High Achievement, by Quartiles of Previous Year's Achievement 56

Page

\

ix,

9
Al



I

LIST OF TABLES-(Continued)
,

Table Page

A-1 'Number of tudents with Changed-CE Status in Reading and Math, by
CE Funding ounce

, 62
A-2 Numbersof Sliklents in.Year 2 Samples Terminating, Continuing, and

Starting Reading and Math CE, by Funding source 63,:-

B:1

Separately.by Grade and CE Funding Source
Numbers of Students Whose EducatiOnal Programs Changed,

Average Hours and Costs of Instruction Attended by Students Whose
N

65

/-3

Programs Changed'in Year 1, by Grade 67
B-2 Average Hours and Costs onnstruction Offered and Attended by

Regylar and CE Students Selected from All Schools with CE in Year 1, by
Grade , tl . ,68)

B-3 ' AVerage Hours and Costs of InstructiOn Received by Title.l Students
Whose Programs Changed in Year 2, by Grade 69

B-4 Discriminant Analyses Between °Terminated Students and Comparison
Students (CE and Regular Students from CE Schools)1.--YeLiF 1 70.

C-1 Numbers of Students Supporting Each Mean in Table 3-1 72,
-2 ' Numbers of Students Supporting Each Mean in Table 3-3 :,,:3..., ,

.
, 72

C-3 Average Reading and Math Percentiles from Spring of Year 2 and
Sample .Sizes for GcoOps of Comparison Students in All CE Schools, by
Funding Source and Grade .:: 73

C-4 Residualized Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year 1 for Students
'piscontinued from CE Due toHigh Achievement, by Grade 74

C-.5 Residualized Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year 2 f.Or Students4 Discontinued from Title I Due toHigh Achievement, by Grade 75..i C-6 Residualized Reading and Math Gain Scpres from Year 2 for Students
.Discontinued from Other-r9cleral7CE Due to High Achievement, by
Grade G

1.. 76% o
C-7 Resrdualized fading and Math Gain Stores from Year 2 for Students

Discdntinued from State /Local CE Due to High Achievement, byt Grade 77
C-8 Mean Reading and Math Gain Scores from Spring of Year 2 for Students

No Longer Qualified for Title I, by Grade inYear.2 78
(.. .C-17 Mean Reading and Math Gain Scores from Spring of Year 2 for Students

, No Longer Qualified for StatehLotal CE, by Grade )n Year 24

C -10 Residualized Reading end Math Gain Scoresitrom YeYr 1 for Students
Promoted to a Grade With No Program, by Grade 80

79

x 1 0



LIST OF TABLES (Continued)

Table -Page

. :%,, , ',. ', 4 ,C 11 Residualized Reading and Math -Gain S,Lores-from Year-,1- for Students
,-:... , .

Who Lost CE Because Their Schools Lost CE Funding; by Grade ... .... . 81

Math
(I.

C-1 2 Average Residualized Reading and Math Gairf-SCOres f.rorri Year 2 for.
...Student z Who Lost Title) When Prornoted.f6a Grade With No CIE "

- Program and When Scbocil Lost Funding, by Grade .:' , ... 82 '.,

C -1 3 Re'sidualizailleading and Meath Gain ,5cores from Year 2 for Stidents
Who Lost Other-Federal CE When Promoted to a Grade With'"No CE
Program, by Grade .. .-" ' -7.?: :'; ".

i .. 83... -
C -1-1 Residualized 'Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year .2 for Students

Who Lost 5taiLocal CEINhenPromoted to a CE , :.. J
1'.,,jProgram, by CA de .. --:. 84

L")-***

C -15 _,Re?icityfIrred Math Galn Scores from Year 2 for S144deijis Who Lost Title I
CE When'School,Lost Funding, tiy.trade (No SADO Lost Tide I
Reading) ,,' .4'.',, ,'

85 ,,.;-*. .. ...:"
C-16" Re.,idualved ReadingAnd,Math Gain Scovs ,. from Year 2 for Students

Who t_Kt Other-Federal CE When School Lost Funding, y Grade ... 86
C-1- Residualized Reading and Math Gain, Suires from Year 2

.i

fcic--Students
Who L'ost Statep_bcal CE When Their SchoofLost Funding) by Grade $7,

-....-
D-1 Significant Predictors of Year 1,. Reading Achievement Growth for Three,

Kinds or Students Terminated from CE PrograMs 89
.ft2 Significant Predictors orNear 1 Math Achievement Growth forThree , --.,Kinds of ,Students Terriimated from CE Programs " 90

D-3 Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement Growth for Three
. Kinds of Students Terminated from Reading CE'Programs Because They

.. .... .). .... .. . ... . ..... 92Were No Longer' Qualified .... .

D-4 Significant Predictors of year 2 Math Achievement Growth for Thkee
Kinds of Students Terminated from Math CE Programs Because They
Were No Longer Qualified .... . ..... ... .. .. 94

,-
D-5 .8 Significant Predioors of Year 2 Reading Achievement Growth for Three

-,
Kinds of Students-Terminated from Reading CE Programs Because They

. V./ere Promoted to a GrSde With No CE Program . 95
,

. s. -4.-...

D-6 Significant Predictors of Year 2 Math Achievement Growth for three
Kinds of Students Terminated from Math CPrograms Because They
Were Promoted to a.Gtade With No CE Program'

,
4,, 96

D-7 Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement Growth for Two
Kinds of Students Terminated from. Reading CE Programs Because THeir
Schools Lostkfunding for CE Programs " }97

xi
p



LIST OF TABLE'S (Contirked).

Table.

D-8 Significant Predictors of Year 2 Math Achievement Growth for Three
Kinds of Students Terminated from Math CE,Programs Because Their
School,: Lost Funding for CE Programs 98

D-9 . Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement CcicCiwth for
Students Terminated frOm Title I Reading CE in Ye'ar '2 Because They
Were Longer Qualified, by Grade and Y'pr 1 Spring Quartiles .... 99

D-10 ° Significant_ Predre ors' .Ysear ,2 'Reading Achievement Growth for
Students Terminated from State/Local Reading CE Programs in Year AI-
Because Their Were No Long6r Qualified, by Grade and-Year 1 Spring
Quartiles

. -10,1

Significant Tredietors otYeir 2 Math Achievement Growth for Students
Terfninated from Title I Math CE in Year,2,Because They Were No
longer Qualified, by Grade and Year 1, Spring Quartiles , . 102

D--1 2 Significant Predictor's tif Year 2 Math Achievement Growth for Students_,
Terminated- frorn State/Local Math CE Programs in Year 2 Because They
Were No Longer Qualified, by Grade and Year 1 Spring Quartiles

D-13 Significant Predictors of Yat 2 Reading Achievement Growth (Assessed
Using Year 2 Pretests-and ,Year 1 Change-Scores) for Students
Terminated from Three Kindsof Reading CE Programs in '`iar. 2 Because
TheyWere No,Longer Qualified 105

D-14 Significant Predictors oi`Year 2 Math AcihieVernent Growth (Assessed
Using Year 2 Pretests oncrYear 1'Change-Scores) for Students
Terminated from Three Kinds of Math CE Programs in Year.,2 Because,"They Were No Longer Qualified 107

Page

104 ."

D-15 Significant Predictors_of Year 2 Reading Athieverrrent Growth (Assessed.
Using Year 22retests and Year 1 Change-Scores)for Students \
Terminated from Three Kinds of Reading CC Programs in Year 2 Because .

Yhey Were Pronihted to'a Grade With No CE, ,

°D-16 Signific ,ant Predictors of Year 2Math Achievement Growth (Asnsse
. 'Using Year ,2 Pretests and Year 1 Change-Scores) for Students..

Terminated from Three Kinds of Math CE Programs in Year 2 Becaus
' 'They Were Promoted to'a Grade With No CE. . ,.......... .... ....... ) . 1 1 0

D-17° : Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement Growth (Assessed'
Using Year 2 Pretests ahcls.Y.ear 1 Change-Scores) for Students
Terminated from Two KindsThf ReadingNCE Programs Ira Year 2 Because ...
Their SCHools Lost Funding for "CE Programs ,1If

4.08

$

12
j

4



Table

D-18

LIST OF TABLES (Continued)

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Math Achievement Growth lA:,ssessedt
Using Year r2 Pretests and Year 1 Chan0-Scores) for Students
Terminated from Three Kinds of Math CE Programs in Year 2 Because
Their Schools Lost Funding. for CE Programs

J

V

N

1

Page

1 1 2



LIST OF FIGURES

Figures

1;1

1 -2 .

c

Construction of the Data Bases for This Report
,...,,,

onstruction of Groups foror Analysis from the Data Rase (AContinuation

Page

.4

from,Figure 1 -1) . 13

2-1 Resource Cost of Reading Instruction Offered ...... :.. 20

2-2 Resource Cost of 'Math Instruction Offered 21._

'Ow

14XIV ,

if.



..0

I

t,

A REVIEW QE THE SUSTAINING EFFECTS STUDY
,AND .

AN OVERVIEW OF THE PRESENT VOLUME
.

REVIEW )
.

7

In response to questions about educationil'policies, SDC and its subcontractors are studying . ,

compensatory education (CE); its nature, quantityand environment, its, sustained effects, and ,

its generality, in a** large study called. The Sustaining Effects Study. ThIs thorough study will
result in &series of reports from the following substudies:

ID

. .

The longitudinal Study. In the Longitudinal.Study, the growth of children inreading, math,
functional literacy, and attitudes toward school were assessed in the Ol and spring for three
consecutive years. The amount and kind of instruction in reading and math was also deter-
mined for each student. In addition, teachers and principals reported on their practices of
instruction and teaching. Thys, it was possible not only to assess student, growth over a
three-year period, but to relate this growth *to the instruction. ..

.

T he schools in the study were drawn from'three dgerent groups. The Representative Sample
of schools is a sample careTully drawn to represent all of the nation's public schools that have
some of the grades one-through-si A second group of schools, the Comparison Sample, is
composed of schools Ow have large proportions of students from poor homes but do not
receive special funds to.offer CE. services: The third group is tiv Nominated Sample, com-
posed of schoOls nominated because their educational programs had promise of being effec-
tiv for low - achieving students. During the first year of the study, data were colleCted from
328 schools and about 118,000 studepts. r

The Cost/Effectiveneis Study. InforMation / w s obtained on the resources and services to

generated pn the of this information. Because the effectiveness of the instructional
%01,which each student as exposed during re ding and math instruction. Cost estimates were

-programs is being determined in the Longitudinal Study,' it will be possible to relate the
effectiveness to the ost of ea6 program.

. ,

. -.
udy. The purpose of the Participation y was to determine the relation -
mic status, educational need, 'andifistructional services received. The
ment of the and the services they received were'obtained in the
and the refined measures of economic status were obtained in the Partici-
were made to the homes aftver 15,000 randomly selected students from

_first -year Representative Sarni:). le. During the visits, information was col-

The Participation S
ships among econ
educational achiev
Longitudinal Study
pation Stud. Visit
the schoon th

xv



sir

.lected on the economic le\,e1 of the home and on the parents' attitudes toward their children's
.schOol and,learnirig experiences Thus, the,le, el of student achievement and ser, ices could
be related to the economic level of a student's home.

The Summer Study The Sustaining Effects Study also examined the effectkeness and cost-
effectk eness of summer-school programs Information about the summer school experience~
of the Students was combined with other SES data The-resource-cost model, des eloped for
the regular-year, cost effectiveness study, was .radapted to the needs of.the summer-school
study

Successful Practices In High-Poverty Schools This stuck is intended to identify and describe'
ineructional practices and contexts that appear to be effectke in raising the reading and math
achievements of educatiOnally disadvantaged students. In-depth observational and interview
data were collected froM 5.5 schools participating in the SES

THE REPORT SERI

The maior'findings of the reports already published are discussed briefly below, ilong with
references ki the specific reports from the SES that address them

A Descriptfron of Student Selection for CE as it Relates to Economic Status and Academic
Achievementi_The Education Amendments of 1974 required several studies to Provide the
information necessary for the improvement of aHocation formulas and otber aspects of the
Title irprogram that would be incorporated into he reauthorization of Title I in 197$. One
of the major unanswered questions that Congress had posed was concerned with lust who
reLeked the services provided under Title I funds. Some members of Congress had 'beeti
considering altering the allocation intentions of Titleli.tO stress economic disadvantaieM6hf
less Ad educational disadrantagement more. In addition to any political differences that
might be expected to enter into a discussion of such changes, there was also concerti about
just4how different the results would be under sever4Lallocation formulas. Clearly, in order to
make a decision based on more than simple political expedience, Congress required informa-

.

tion, the following questions:

1. How many economically needy children. do, and do not participate in Title I?

2 How many educationally needy children do and do not participate in Title I?

3. Hovi, is Title I participation related to economic and educational need, Jointly?

4 What kinds of educational services are received by economically and educationally
disadvantaged"children that are different from those received by non-digadvaritaged
children?

5. How are Title I participation and academic achievement related to the children's
home environments, their parents' participation in and aw reness of their education,
and the parents' satisfaction with the educational services thh their children receive?

xvi
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These questions were addressed in Technical Reports #2 (Breglio, Hinckley, and Beal, 1978),
#3 (Hinckley,-Bealu'id Breglio, 1978)md #4 (Hinckley, Beal, Breglio, HSertel, and Wiley,
1979) A brief summary, of answers to the free questions is provided below

1 \bout 29 percent of 'poor'students.participate in Title I compared to about 11 percent
uf the nun -poor students (Report #2) Looking at CE in general,, about 40 percent of
theipoor students and about 21 percent Of the non-poor student\ participate. From
these findings,, we can see that proportionally more poor students participate in the
services than non-pQor ones.

2 Using the gradesequicalent metric (one year belo peCtation for the student's
current hrade) as the definition for educational disadc ntagement, about 31 percent
Of the low-achieving students participate in Tiffe I, while only 10 percent of the
regular achieving students do (Report #2). For CE in general, the percentages are 46
for kw achievers and 19 for regular achievers. Among the regular achievers who

'participate in CE., many score, below the national median on achievement tests.

Participation rates for Title I and for CE in ge'neral are highest for students who are
both ecunomicalJy and eclucatioriallv disadvantaged (Report #2) Forty-o pe nt
of these seudents participate in Title I, and 54 percent participate in CE i general.
Participation rates are next highest for students who are educationally ut not
economically needy (26 and 41 percent, respectively), and next highest for students
e«mornically but nut educationally needy ,(20 and 28 percent respectively) Only 7

'percent of the students who are neither.educationally nor economically needy partici-
pate in Title I 15percent for CE rn ge'neral). These participation rates were interpreted
,is indicating that the.then-c urreet allovatitn procedures were being compried with,
and the intentions of the law were being met fairly41,vell,

4 In comparison to non-poor students, poor students receivp m ore hou rs of instruction
per v eargwith_specol teachers, more hours of instruction in medium- and small-sized
groups, fewer hours of independent study, and more-non-academic services such as
guidance, cminseling, health and nutrition (Report #3) The differences are even
stronger when poor Title .1 students are compared. to others. Therefore, we can
c uric ludo that the distribution of educational sere ices is in line with the intent of the
laws and regulations

Two astkcts of the children's home environments bore significant and consistent
relations to achievement amount of reading done at home and the educational
attainment of the head of the household. Other variables, such as family size, TV-
Watc hingbehac ior, and type of lictng'quarters were not consistently related to student
achievement (Report #4). Although most parents (67 percent) ,know whether their
c Ndren's schools have special programs for low-achievifig studeptsi few (40 percent)
knew of Title I and even fewer knew of or participated in the local governance of the
Title f program Poor parents, in general, are less involved in their children's educa-
tional programs, hay e lower expectations of their'children's attainments, give lower
ratings to,the quality of their children's educations, but perceive Title I and other CE
programs as being helpful

Dt ( option of the tore of CE Programs, Chard( terkstics of Participating Students, Schools,
and Nu(ational Seal(' T.he Participation Study dealt alnkst exclusively with what has
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_ s ,.been called 'selection for receipt of CE or Title I,' without examining loo closely what such
programs really are and how they differ from the programs regularly offered by the schools.
Before we could draw any relationships between selection, receipt, or participation in a CE
program and the academic achievement of students, we had to be assured that there really
was a program that was distinct; could be specified in some way, and had a reasonable chance
o o making an impact (otherwise, we would simply be making comparisons on the basis ot

signment`fsbels) As will be seen, not only did we analyze data on the basis of assignment
labels, but we also considered the ,actual services received in order to address directly the
possible differences between the intention and the actuality

#

Based on the analyses of data obtained from about, 81,500 students in the Representative.
Samples, Technical Report #5 (Wang, Hoepfner, Z4gorsici, Hemenway, Brown, and Bear,
197.8) provides the following important conclusions .,

/ Students participating in CE are -lower achievers (mean score at the 32nd percentile).
than non participants (5,3rd percentile) Se,enty percent of the participants were
judged by' their teacht,rs,as needing CE, while only 19 percent ot those not participat-
ing wercoso judged More minorin, students pArticipate in CE, proportionally, than
majority stiolents, butlThrticipation in CE has little relations)yrp with stuclevattitudes
towards school, earls school experiences, summer experAces, or the involvement
ot their parents in their educational programs'

Minority, pock, andlOw-achieving students tend to receive more hours of instruction
rriK smaller groups and by special teacherI, and receive more non-academic services,
but their attendance rates are generally lower too, so they do not take maximum
advantage of the special services provided.

...

The useful predictors 4f whether or not a student is selected to receive CE are his /tier
j teac'her's tifigmqnt of need and participation- in CE in the previous year. When these

variables_are"''considered, achievement scores, non-English linguage spoken in the
home, and economic status contribute little mole to the prediction. t

About two-thirds of the students participating in CE in 1975-76 participated in the
1976'-77 school year also.

CE syuclents in general andjitle I students in particular receive more hours of instruc-
tion per year.than non-CE students. The CE students also receive more hours of
instruction from special teachers. Among CE students, Title I students receive the
greatest number of hours.of instruction, more fre'quently with special teachers, and
in small instructional groups. There are no significant and consistent differences be-
tkveen CE students and non-CE students with regard to their teachers' instructional
sub-grouping practices, use of lesson plans, extent of individualization of instruction,
frequency of feedback, or assignment of homework

Students receive between 5 to 9 hours of reading instruction per week, decreasing
steadily with higher grades, and between 5 and 6 hours of math instruction per week,
fairly constant over all grades.

CE services are delivered during regular instructional hours with different kinds of



activities for the participants (so that, in effect, they 'miss' the regular instruction
received by their non-participating peers).

Title I schools aye higher average per-participant CE expenditures in reading and
math than do .choolstwith other CE programs:The average Title I per-participant
expenditure is about 35 percent of the average per-pupil regular (base) expenditure.

Schools receiv mg CE generally have larger enrollments, higher concentrations of pool:
students and low-achieving students, and students with less educated,parents. These
°schools have greater administrative and instructional control by their districts and have
higher staff -to- student ratios.

Schools that select higher percentages of regular-achievog students for receipt of CE
services hayelarger percentages of minority and -poor students, probably reflecting
their tenderly for saturation of CE programs.

Most districts use counts of students receiving reduced-price lUnches, and counts of
aid to faMilies with dependent children, to determine school eligibility, while most
schools select students on the basis Of standardized ac' uevement tests, frequently
augmented by teacher judgrents Similar selection criteria are employed by non-
public schools

Cost-Ellec tivene.s.s,of Compensatory Education In its deliberationsfof the reauthorization of
Title I, Congress arso wanted information on the effectiveness of the Title I program relative
to its cost. While it appears eminently sensible to ask the question of cost-effectivness, it is

difficult to prov ide the answers in a manner that will be intEirpieted correctly. By analogy, the
results of a coSt-effei.tiveness studs, are likely to be that its more cost effective to miss a bus
than a taxi

In the study of cost-effectiveness of CE, efforts were made to preclude such enigmatic
conclusions and, at the same time, to make cost estimates on a sounder basis thart in the past.
In Technical.RepoFt #6, Haggart, Klibanoff, Sumner, and Williams (1978) developed and
presented a resource-cost model that yanslates-theLmeasures of resource exposure into'
estimates of standard dollar costs for each student's instructional program. The overall strategy
for estimating costs provides a dollar metric that reflects the measure of individual resource
exposure, accommodates interregional price differences, is insensitive to, the differential effec-
tiveness of purchasing departments in obtaining the best buys, and is sensitive in discerning
intra-classroom differences among the instructional programs on an equitable basis that is not
confounded with other economic 15sues.'
Using the resource-costs, CE students in general, and Title I students in particular, were fOurTd.
to be offered substantially higher levels 'Of educational, resources, and hence moretvistly
programs Participation in CE differentiates the resource-costs for services offered much ere
than,do poverty, achievement level, race, or any othercharacteristics.

In Tet.hrhalReport #7, Sumner, Klibanoff, and Haggart (1979) related resource-costs to
achteyernent to arrive atoNh index of cost-rffectiveness. The, results of the analyses were
nonetheless, subject to the invidious interpretations suggested' by the analogy above. Due to
the low-achievement levels of the childrea_selected for CE and their relatively slow rates of
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achievement growth, the Increased cost. 'associated with CE appeared to be misspent (in the
same way that money' for severely ill and ierminal patients appears to be not as effectively
spent as it is for mildly ill patients). It is important to point out, however, that the appearance
may'not tell the true story Because we can't obtain truly appropriate comparison groups, we
don't know what would have happened to the achievement growth of the CE students if they
had not participated Based on the comparison groups we could form, however, CE program.
did not appear to have an advantage over regular programs in terms of cost-effectiveness.

'

The Effectiveffess of Summer-SchoolPrograms The SES also studied the results of attendance
at summer school', because Congress had an interest in knowing if such attendance were the
key to the prevention of the assumed progressive achievement-deficit of 1(0-achieving stu-
dents If we could find that attendance at summer school had positive academic effects insofar
as the attendees didn't 'fall back' to tilt achievement levels of prevrOus years, then Congress
would want to consider increased funding fo? or advocacy of summer instruction tri the new
authorization for, Title I.

Technical Report #8 (Klibanoff an Haggart, 1979) shows that attenddhce at summer school
has little or no effect on the aca emit growth of the students who attend, especially/14w
low-achieving students Because the findings are based on the study of summer schools as
they presently exist (and the evidence is strong twat they do not offer intensive academic
experiences), the non-positive findings should not be interpreted as an indictment of summer
school; as such, but an evaluation of the way they are presently cvanized and funded.
Nevertheless, when instructional services delivered in summer schools were investigated,
none seemed particularly effective in improving students' achievement growth.

As a by-product of the study of summer schools, we addresed ethe hypothesis of 'summer
drop-off,' a hypothesis advanced to explain the presumed widening achievement gap be-
tween regular and CE students Essentially, this hypothesis states that CE students lose much
more of their previous year's learning during the summer recess than do regular students (with
a consequent implication that summer school rnight,reduce or eliminate the relative loss for
CT students) Data collected in the SES fail to support any of trie suppositions and implications
ethe summer drop-off hypothesis CE 'students do not suffer an absolute 'dip -off' (a4ough
their achieeement growth over the summer is less than that for regular students): In any event,
attepdancf At summer school does not have much of an effect.

4., .

(Technical Report #9, like Technical report #1, which describes the sampling procedure,
is a resource book. it identifies all the variables and composites that have been selected or
invented for se throughout the SES. All measures and scales are presented and rationalized.
In addition, eport #9A serveses a companion volume. In it are published all of the data
collection instruments used in the SES except for a few that are constraine1 by copyright.)

The Effectiv
Achievement Crow
evaluation of the effectiveness of
ment to Instructional services and prog
have not been favorable and, .indeed, we
validity of data and to the lack Of a representa

of Compensatory Education and the Effects of Instructional SerVices on
t important objectives of the SES are to perfoRn a national

to examine the relationship of educational develop-
s. The findings from previous evaluations of CE

often inconclusive owing to the qUestionable
ve sample. Earlier studies also failed to present
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a complete picture of the effects of CE because they did n t invdive all elementary ,grades
paid little attentpn to math programs. The SES was desi ned to overcome the shortcom-

ings of previous studies.

..(--- ,
In Technicat'Report #10 (Wang, Conklin, Bear, and Hoepfner, 1981),`educational develop -

nt was examined withe first-year SES data to assess-the effects of CE on the achievement
owth of its participants. Our primarvf aim was to determine whether OE students had made

greater fall-to-spring prdgress than expected, such that at the end of the school year theyjam, would'be closer to their 'non-disadvantaged peers jhan they would be if CE had not been
provided. If so, therrtfiereiyvould be some evidence that -CE had helped to narrow the
anticipated achievement gap., However, an evaluation_ of CE should not merely assess its
effectiveness We went further to determine the underlying mechanisms to explain CE effects
so that effective services can be provided to assist CE students.to improve their achievercenth.
We were especially interested in determining the role of Insuuctional services in effecting
achievement growth becaus the variables most directly regulated in CE policy.
Additionally, the relations s between at ent growth and other characteristics of the.,
educational processes (e , school environment, c cteristicS of instructional personnel,
and teacher's classroom practices) were also examined.

The one-year analysis shows that during the schoo ar, CE had positive impacts on achieve-
mvnt growth in reading; primarily in the lower, thjee grades, andin math in all grades; The
ways in which these observed effects come-about, however, are not clear, and the beneficial
effects, while detectable, are not large. Specific findings from this repot are vmmarized
below. ..

-

'IlL , ..
Overall positivb CE effects on the achievement growth of stud'e Ware demonstrated'
in both reading and math, The supportive evidence for such fects is less clear in
reading tRan in math In' reading, the positive effects were observed mostly in the first"
three grades and, later, in grade-6. In math, some effectiveness was shown in all grades
but to different degthes. It *

of More consistently positive. CE effects were obtained for Title I than for other CE
ProAamk. In fact, evidence for positivelffects is often obtained for Title I students,
but only infrequently-for students who participate in non-Title I CE programs..

The effects of previous participation in CE on achieveMent growth during the current
year vary with grades. Some evidence shows continuing CE effects over consecutive
years On the other hand, other evidence indicates'that the beneficial effects of CE
may be diminished or may,not be continued for students who reOededly receive CE.

The analysis with structuotrelatiot models shows that CE students tend to receive
more special instruction (bypecial teaching staff or in small groups) but less regular,
instruction thy classroorn'teacis in medium or large groups) -in comparison with
non-CE students who were judged as needing CE. HoweVer, evidence for positiye
effects of special instruction on achievement growth is sparse. Thus the results dosidt
support the expectatipn that more intensive instruction, will directly help redie the
achievement,gap,between,tE student and, their non-disadvantaged peers,

The concept of a 'critical level of effort' for narrowing-the achievement gap between

x xl
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the disadvantaged and non-di9advantageci students cannot be substantiated by the
one-year analysis. The data frequethly do not support an expectation of increasing
return for increased level of instructional effort.

The amount of regular instruction and tutor -inc r6pendent work shows some positive, _

but modest, effects On achievement growth. In contrast, the amount of special instruc-,.
tion does hot often contribute to the explanation of achievement growth.

.Greater .expenertce in- teaching is 'related to higher student gro0,,th.' 9.

For both reading and math, a- high copcentfatiOn of CE student's within a school is.a
favorable condition fol improving achievement growth, especially in the lower two
grades, On the other hand, a school's Genceritration of low achievers 'often proves
to be unfavorable to achievement growth. Unfortunately, the two condititins tend to
exist in the same schools. a

In both reading and math, disturbances in instructitn lend to be unfavorable condi-
,

tions for learning in the upper grades but not in the earlier`grades. .

Frequency-of-feedback regarding student progress sometimes relateS positively (et
achievement grpwth of

Few systematic and meaningful differential effect's on achievement grOwth by:student
characteristics were obtained. Further, none of the, relationships was 'str'ong,, and: c,
consistency over all grades is rare.

Stiidies Still to Be Done. The remaining reports, let to emanate from the SES, will address
the general. effects' of educational practices on ring students: achievement revels, AitTP
special attention paid to'-the practices fOund in CE programs in general-and in Title I programs
in.partitular. Impact analyses will either be based on three-yedr longitudinal data or will 1:3;e*
based on in-depth observations and interviews. he extensive achievement data collected
from overlapping cohorts of students in the three years will be utiliged to describe the pattern
of educational growthoover the years for various groups of CE and non-CE students. Analyses
of the three-year longitudinal data will allow us further to examine the sustained effects of.CE
and help us to determine if the presumed phenomenon of gap ;widening between the disati-
vantagedoand non-disadvantaged student indeed exists. Using multiple approaches to the
evaluation of CE, the SES strives to uncover in a reliable mariner the effects and effectiveness
of.the nation's efforts in compensatory education.

OVERVIEW

The idea that compensatory eduZation (CE) will have a strong positive effect on the achiev'e-
ment growth of the educationally most disadyantaged children contains`the seeds for conflict
in its implementation. if the CE is effective, then the students receiving it will soon no longer
kikmost in need of it and therefore will no longer-be qualified to ecei(e it. When the CE

vices are 5iiscontinued, their presumed effects might be expected to disappear, so that the
children may revert to their earlier low-achieving state and become qualified for-CE anew.
This 'revolving-door' possibility has been Of greattoncern at the federal leyel (GAO, 1975)
and has resulted in alterations in the r ws (PL 95-561, Section 123 of ESEA, Title I) and

a
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regulations so icrat children who receive CE services in one year'are not particularly likely to
` have them discontinued the next.

This report seeks to enlighten sirrar policy decisionsby determining:
gri

How many students have their CE service discontinued and for what reasons.

If the regular services offered to the former CE students are less intense.

" If th? former CE students revert to ofd 'or lower rates of achievement growth.

What non-CE services are likely to prevent the presumed reversion.
Nt.

hei

Our findings indicate that each year about one-third of the CE students have, CE services lit
discontinued, mostly due to their (relatively high) levels of achievement. Although these
students subsequently received reduced instructional services, their educational growth does
not revert to previous low levels or to the levels of current, comparable CE students. NO
particUlar instructional services could be identified that account for this continued growth. The
tragedy of the disadvantaged young student who becomes deprived of the presumed benefits
of CE is disturbing individual vision not confirmed in our study of large groups.

.

We estirnaft thatin any ohe year about onelhird of the elementary-school students receiving
'CE will not receive it the following year. Although this applies to a small percentage of the
population,(it affects no more than onf-twelfthof the student population), it is reasonable to
consider Thal the discontinuation of such services to those students may undermine some of

-11.1he 'extra efforts that had' been expended on them previously.

The concern for the effects of discontinuation of CE has been expressed most strongly by
educators at the district and school levels, who must deal with the human implications most
directly In an.attempt to achieve stability of, services for students, many mechanisms have
ben implefnented to Make it lesstlikely,that they will be passed into and out of CE programs
repNtedly during their elementary years. The possiale effects of discontinuation of CE ser-
vices, together with the reasons for it,have led us to examine those reasons and to investigate
what happens to the instructional services'provided, the achievement levels, and theachieve--
ment growth of the former CE students,' and to search for instructional practices that give
promise to maintain their growth.

thy. Are Compensatory-Education Services Discontinued?
,

Three reasons for the discontinuation bf CE services were identified for study (discontinuations
due'to student movement to other schools could not be investigated because students were
silidied only in their curreni schools): (1) about 60 percent of the students no longer receiving

-CE services had them discontinued because they were no longer 'qualified due to high
achievement (presumably with the intention that they, would be replaced with students more
educationally needy); (2) 25 percept were discontinued from CE because their schools lost
CE funding1this was not coriimon for Title I students), and-(3) the remaining 15 percent were
no longer in CE because they were promoted to grades in which there were no CE programs.



CE programs are generated from many sources, however Title I, and other-federal, state , and
district CE programs can all coexist in the same schools Due to local conditions, these
programs can be stopped or started independently of one another, and different services t.arr
Lbe discontinued for students for various reons. Chapter 1 presents a detailed picture of the
state of affairs for reading and math CE programs. The tables of th* chapter represent the
first empirical findings published to date

The average achievement scores, combining reading and math, for five groups of students are
provided below.

Type of Student Average Achievement
Percentile

Regular student vi..ho does not re( et ( E ser it es

Student no longer in a ( E program
Due to high at hityfenient
Dtie to promotion to a grade %ithout a ( E program

' get ause a hoot rut longer has a ( E program

Student in a C F program

I-

53

39

30

31

24

By looking athe data in a number of ways, we found the pattern in the table to be consistent.
regular students have the highest achievement means, and students currently in CE programs
have the lowest Thole whose services were discontinued because their achievement was
to high do, indeed, have higher achievement means than their peers who have CE services
discontinued for other reasons or. who remain in the program. While to some, the high rate
of discontinuation of CE services may be seen as the result of the success of the services, the
higher achievement of the disqualified group can also be seen as the result of retaining only
the truly needy students for CE. ,

How.Does a Student's Education Change When Participation in CE Ends?

There are many ways to describe educational programs so that CE students can be differ-
entiated from others. In previous reports from the Sustaining Effects Study, total hours.pf
instruction offered to students was found to provide good differentiation. A resource-cost of
the instruction offered, in' terms of stand rd resource dollars, provided,an even better differ-
entiation of the services because such costs weigh special services moge heavily. Both these
inder, summed'over grades and CE funding sources, are provided below for three types
of sttider* no longer receiving CE services and two groups of comparison students, for the
school year immediately following the discontinuation of CE services.

As can be seen, and as analyses-of-variance confirm, CE students are offered more hours of
instruction, and more costly educational services than any other group of students. Regular
students are generally offered the6west hours and the least costly services. Students no

xxiv
2



Hours of
Instruction Offered

Per School Year

Cost of Resources For
Instruction Offered

Per School Year 4,
Type of Student

Reading Math Reading Math

Regular students in sc hook with students whose CE -
ser,K es were discontinued 238 175 - 245 136

Students no longer in CE programs
Due to high achievement .. 242 184 281 172
Due to promotion to a grade without such a .. a

ptogram 226 '166 266 150
Because school lost funding 246 179 295 158

Current CE students in schoolswhose CE services
were discontinued 265 208 420 '278,

A (0,t weighted composoi explained mote fulh in Chapter 2

V

longer in CE programs are offered services in between the two extremes, but clOser to_those,
for regular students. The discontinuation of CE results largely in a reduction olthose extra
services long presumed to characterie CE programs. The services that former CE students
get less of are principally instruction in small groups by special teachers, paid aides,-and
teaching assistants.

4. v ,
Hots% Much Do forn4r CE Students Grow Academically When They Are No Longer

CE Program?.

A simple way to answer this question is to examine the level of achievement scores for thoSe
students ar the end of the school year following the discontinuation of CE services. Average
reading and math scores are shown below for the various groups of students.

Type of Studeht
Average Spring Percentiles

Reading Math

Regular students 5.33 509

Students no long& in CE.programs
due to high achievement,
Due to promotion to a grade witliout such a program

37 0 .-.
234

39.7
292

Because school lost funding 27 7 28 1
' .

Current CE students 24'2 27 5

It\is also interesting to note how achievement differs; depending on whether the CE program
is Title I or some other program.
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Type of Student

1.-

Average Spring Percentiles

. Reading Math

Regular students in hoofs with CE programs 59 55

It
s Current Tele I students ' 21 8 26 1

'Students no longer in,Title
Due to high acfrevernent/
Due to promotion to a grade igiilhout sut h <t program or
because sr hoof lost tunding

35 2,

338

374

'37?

Other-Federal
b' Students c urrently in thy other - tederal CE programs

Students no longer in the other,tederal CE programs
\ 30 3 N2'

Due lo hievement 3 -? 45
'Due to promotion .to a grade without stir h a program or
be( ause hoot lost tending 4? 8 39 0

State/tor E
Students urrinth, in a state/local CE program- 28 6 28 5
Students 4ruilonger in a state/loc al CE program

Due to high achievement 39 3 36 9
- Due to promotiop to a grade without sur h a prograni or
`bN ause hoot lost funding 36 3 41 1

.-

The Title I students are indeed the lowest achieving students. Regard,less of CE program, the
students no longer the program are, on average, not the lowest achieving. Students whose
CE services were disContinuedbecause of their high achievement, while having higher spring
scores in the following year than students still in the CE program, do not -have spring scores
like the regular students. In fact, their spring scores are closer to those of the CE students than
they are to:the regular students.

-

An examination of the spring averages for students no longer in CE because of promotion to
a grade without such/a program or because their schools lost CE funding, indicates that they
are generally doing better than their CE peers.

. ,

It's not enough, however, to examine differences Smo)g the spring average, because, -for.
some groups, they may only reflect similar differences i the achievement levels that led to
the loss of CE in the first place. Therefore, we also examined growth rates over the school
year to account for any differences in the fall scores.' Regular students have growth rates
which, as would be expected, exceed those for CE students, but former CE students show
the second greatest improvement, with the rate varying dependent upon the reason that_the --.....;.
CE services were &scontinued. One additonal contrast is of interest. students nO,Ionger in CE
for any reason show greater growth during theii: first year'out of CE than they did in the
previous year, when they were in a CE program. -4.

e
#
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We can conclude that for students who for any reason are no longer in CE:,
They are not achieving, at the rates of regular students, so they are accumulating an
achievement deficit.

.. 3 ., .
They are 4chieving at rates equal to or higher than their CE peers, so loss of CE services
is not caaing their growth to plummet below tha/ of their CE peers.

They are achieving at rates slightly greater than the rates they
,athieved

in' the year
,when they were CE students, so loss of CE services seems _pot to have seriously

reduced their achievement growth. t

These conclusions lend themselves easily to comprehensive inferential explanations that
conclude either that CE services are effective or that they have no impact at all (it is reasonable
to Crinclurle that CE services are not harmful to students). To know which conclusion'has the
greater probability of being the correct one, we must refer' to data presented in Report #10 of
this series Those data ingicate only weak and inconsistent effects of CE services in promoting
achievement growth, so our findings are best explained by the supposition that students who
are discontinued from CE tend to be among the highest of the low achievers, and discontinua-
tion of their CE services doesn't adversely affect their achievement growth.

What Instructional Services Affect the Achievement Growth If Former CE Students?
Finally, a search was made among all grades, CE funding sources,-and reasons for discontinua,
tion to find services that are effective in improving the growth of the former CE students. We
concluded that there is no set of instructional services and experiences that is particularly

.>

effective in irriproving academic growth. Some of the 14 services and experiences studied did
have significant relationshi.ps to growth. The relative frequencies of these significant findings
are provided below, summed over reading and math, grades, funding sources of CE, and
reasons for discontinuation.

Educational Service or Experience

Percent of all Significant
Relations tt Achievement
Growth That Were Found

Aiturs of instruction with a regular teacher 171 a group of 21 or more
students 3

Hours ofsinstruction with a regular teacher in a group of 14 to 20'
stud
Hours f instructs with a regular teacher in a group of 7 to 13
stude ts 5

Hours of instruction with a regular teacher, individually or in a group
of 2 to 6 students 12
Hours of instruction with a special teacher in a'group of 7 or more
students 7
Hours of instruction with a special teacher, individually or in a group
or2 to 6 students -- 5

Hours of instruction with a paid aide or teaching assistant in a group
of 1 to 10 students
Hours of instructionwith a peer tutor or adult volunteer. Hours of independent work using programmed materials
Hours of independent work using non-programmed materials,
Summer experience in reading/math
Summerontellectual experience
reacher experience and training',
Individualization of instruction

is t 10

...."---

7

10

5

9

4

3

11

8

.,
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When composite measures are studied in relation to achievement growth, the summary
percentages are:

Composite Measure of Educational
Service or Experience

Percent of All Significant Relations
to Achievement cGrowth-That Werp Found

it
Total hours of instruction ,offered . 19
C st-of total resources offered 49

mmer experience in reading/math 14
mmer intellectualkexperience 19

The 'ata in the lists above provide us with no basis for prescribing maintenance programs
emp asizing one or more of the service categories over the others.

4
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- CHAPTER 1. THE INCIDENCE OF DISCONTINUATION
OF CE SERVICE'S

C

IN RODUCTION
,

.. '
.

. .

Disdontinuation of CE services became an important educetionil issue when it was reported
(GAO, 1975) that districts and schools differed in their interpretations of the Title I require-
ment to serve the most educationally deprived students. Under one interpretation, as long as
the student is among the educationally depriecl,, when entering. the program, he/she is
retained until 'reacliing an age-appropriate achievement level. Under another interpretation,
a student has to remain among the most educationally deprived to be retained in the program;
otherwise, he/she is.replaced by a student who is more educationally deprived. Under a third
interpretation a student is retained in the program even after reaching an age-appropriate

'level, in the belief that the extErsion of services is necessary to maintain achievement growth
and to reduce possible regression. With these equivocations and upon recommendations from

..The
districts, and the USOE, Congress clarified the law (Education Amendments of 1978).

.. The amended law emphasizes that Title I funds must be used to meet the needs of students
rtin greatest need, but it provides an exemption (among several) for stude s who were deter-

mined to be in greatest need in a previous year but no longer are, even though they are still
educationally deprived. In effect, the amendment officially allows schools and districts to
maintain Title I services for students who,qualified in the previous year, so that students are
not caught in a 'revolving door' of alternating receipt and disqualificationn. The amended law

Is' responsive to the stability needs of students while allowing administrators to formulatemore
enduring policies and applications.

It should be remembered that the new amendments were dot' based on national findings on
the resplt5 of the different policies pn children's achievement growth, but only on findings that
there were policy differences and on the consensus that some of the policies could not
possibly result in benefits to the students. In order to confirm the wisdom of the amendments,
we would have to know the answers to the following questioris:

1. Does the first year of participation in Title I result in some advantage to a student's
achievement growth? (If participation has no positive effect, discontinuation is not
likely tq have'a: negative one.)

2. How many .students have Title I services discontinued, and for what reasons? (If the
nuinbers are small, so is the problem.)

3.. What eCluqtional services do the former Title I students receive after their Title I

segices'are ended? (If they receive similar services under the guise of being 'regular'
stAlents, there Is no problem insofar as the educational goals are concerned.)

4. Once the Title I services are discontinued, does the achievement growth of the former
participants revert to pre-Title I levels or to the levels of similar educationally-deprived
students not participating in Title I? (If it doesn't, then tile goals of the program are
still being met.) -

5. Is there a way to Maintain adequate achieYement growth for the former Title I students
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with the resources available ip the regular-education program? (If there is, then we can
take advantage of it to reduce any negative consequences of discontinuation.)

a "arr

The Sustaining Effects Study (SES) is the only study with the data necessary to answer these
questions.The answer to question l (above) can be found in Report #10 (Wang, Bear,
Conklin, and Hoepfner, 1980). The purpose of this report is to Provide the answers to
questions 2 through 5. We haNitOnot limited our study to Title I, however, but separately
consider several different CE services in the answers.

The reasons why a student is changed from a CE program to a regular one vary from site to
site, and child do child. Questions addressing those reasons, their frequency of occurrence,
and the achievement levels of the students invdlved are explored in this chapter. First we
provide some definitions that link the concepts of CE and'discontinuation,of services to the
data we collected. This is done sp the reader can evaluate the strengths of the data and thereby
the validity. of the conclusions drawn frOm them. Once the concepts are made clear, we
present tabulations of the frequencies of patterns of discontination of CE, so the reader can
see the extent of the problem in terms of the numbers of students affected. Following the
tabulations we present the achievement levels of the students according to patterns of CE

,discontinuation in order to gain an insight into the seriousness of the problem

SOME PREUMINARY cEFINITIONS

The answers to all of these questions first require information about our definition of CE, then
about students. those currently in CE, those not in but who were in the previous year, and
those who never were in CE (as far as we kriow). Furthermore, one must kndw the reasons
why CE services were discontinued for the second group of students. In order to answer later
questions (such as those in the next chapter about how services differ and those even later
about differences in achievement), additional data on each student are necessary. These
additional data are discussed, as appropriate, to, answer questions.

Selection for CE. Here, and throughout this report, we opealeof CE selection or CE students,
and never of CE receipt. The reason for this should be made clear at the outset. When one
speaks-9f 'compensatory service's,' one speaks of -a concept or an intention, and not a readily
discernible reality. Unless the CE features of a student's instruction are clearly separated in.
time or space from regular instruction (and often they aren't), neither studentslior teacher,
nor evaluator can specify which service is 'compensatory' and which' is 'regular.' The best
that can be done, then, is to determine which-students have been 'selected' for CE and
therefore are CE- students. It is important to keep selection and receipt of service Conceptually
separate and distinct. Only in this way can we use both kinds of variables in an analysis and
determine empirically-what services typify CE programs. For example,-. part of this report
studies the differences in services received by former CE students and current ones. This report
builds on analyses of ongoing programs in which"Title I students were found to receive more
of theisupplernental services that currently compile what we believe 'compensatoV services
to be (Report #5; Wang, Hoepfner, ZagOrski, Hemenway, Brown, and Bear, 19713). On this
basis, we- have confidence that .selection for CE services is indeed closely related to receipt
of them.
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Datalrom Different Years Figure 1-1 shows how the data bases were constructed to answer
the questions of this report Notice that two databases were developed, one oing data from
the 1976-77 school year, and the other.using data from the following year. The source as well
as the nature of,the information are shown in the figure Becasdsome of the critical informa-
tion elements were more reliably obtained during the.1977-78 school year (especially at STEP
3), the results of analyses from that year are presented throughout this report. Findings from
the 1976-77 school year, which essentially confirm the 1977-78 findings,are frequently
provided in appendices.

EXPLORATORY ANALYSES OF CHANGES IN CE SERVICES

a
Before discussing the reading and ma0 samples defined for later analyses, It is important to
examine the entire sample for our understanding of the kinds and frequencies of CE changes
(transitiOns) in t e schools. We want answers to the second question posed at the beginning
of this chapter How many students have CE services discontinued, and for what reasons? In
Table 1-.1, it, c be seen that.Title I has the lowest incidence of termination of services due
to loss of runding, but the highest incidence of termination because the students are no longer
qualified (due to high achievement). The former observation.is a result of Title I regulations
that encourage program continuation (stability) within schools. The latter is probably the result
of the fairly well-docuMented criteria for qualification, an aspect of the Title I program that
is not shared by many other CE programs. The other-federal programs have the lowest rate,
relatively, of students who continue in the program for more than one year.

Table 1 -2 prOvides information on the prOgrams in, which students participate in the year after
their CE service warediscontinued. In this table e focus on students formerly in Title I and
in any other CE. We can see that relatively few students participate in Other CE programs
after discontinuation from Title I, regardless of the reason for the discontinuation. Students
whose Other CE services are discontinued are much more likely to be picked up by another
program tincluding Title I), even when high achievement is the reason for the discontinuation.
By and large, however, the,majority of students dropped from CE prograMs join the ranks of
regular students (Tables 1-1 and 1-2 have been extracted from cross tabulations of students
by CE program and by subject'area. The tabulations anid-stmle-tliaussion of them can be
found in Appendix A.)

Based on the total numbers of students selected for CE in year 1, the percentages of students
who were removed from their programs in year 2 for various reasons are shown in Table
(the percentages are based on data frorti Table A-3). For Title I reading, the percentage of
students retaineclis quite constant across grades, at about 60 percent, while a little over 30
percent no longer participate because of high achievement, and none lose their Title I selec-
tion status because there is no longer a reading program. For Title I math the picture is similar
except that sotne schools lose funding for math programs (or they allocate 'funds differently),
For other-federsal and state or local programs the percentages of students retained 'in the
programs are lower than for Title I there is greater turnover), but for most grades there
are also fewer students terminated because of high achievement. Notice that the percentage
of students retained in other-federal programs drops sharply at grade 4 for both reading and
math, the drop apparently iiaused bY promotion to the higher grades where such programsS
are not common In summary, student turnover is greater in the non-Title I.CE programs

3
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DATA BASE FOR FIRST YEAR DATA BASE FOR SECOND YEAR
(1976-77) (1977-78)

STEP 1. SELECT OPTIMUM NUMBER OF STUDENTS AND - SCHOOLS TO BE STUDIED.

Select all students with historical data on previous
year's CE status N = 115,487 in 343 schools.
(Note The schools came fromihree. samples, one
representative of schools In the nation, one con-
sisting of schools chosen because their Cf pro-
grams looked promising and one schools,
serving children from poverty backgro8nds but
which received no (or very little) a- ftmds

Select all students with participation data from
school years 1976-77 and 77-78. 'N 44,508 in
176 schools (Note The number .ollSchools was
reduced from the first year to lessen the cost of the
study The schools came from the same three sam-
ples described for the yearyear The numberaf
students was further reduced by attrition and ab-
sences.)

STEP 2. GROUP STUDENTS ACCORDING TO CHANGES IN CE.

From teacher responses to the Student Background
Checklist*, sort students according to whether they

A were formerly CE stddents,12.ut not now
B were formerly CE students and still are
C are not now CE student& and never were.
D were not formerly CE students, but

now are

From teacher responses to the Compensatory Edu-
cation Roster*, and separately by three CE funding
sources (Title I,- Other-Federal, and State/Local),
determine membership in one of the four groups as
defined for the first year

STEP. 3. FOR STUDENTS WHOSE CE SERVICES WERE DhCONTINUED, GROUP BY REASON.

From teacher responses to the Student Background
Checklist*, sort students by the reason their CE ser-
vices were discontinued.

A because of high athievement,
B because school lost funding.
C because of promotion to a grade

without such a program

From school-wide responses to the Compensatory
Education Roster' for both years, determine if the
school lost CE from grade-wise responses within
schools, determine if the grade has no such pro-
gram, even though the school does. Then group the
students whose CE services were discontinued into
either of those groups (see groups B and C for first
year). The remaining students are defined by logical
elimination as having CE discontinued because of
high achievement.

STEP 4. DO GROUPINGS SEPARATELY FOR READING AND FOR MATH.

Do steps 1 through 3 separately-for the two sub-
, jects, as patterns of CE services differ between

them

Do steps 1 through 3 separately for the two sub-
jects, as patterns of CE services differ between them

Instruments and their item- response characteristics are described id Report *9 0-lemenway, Wang, Hoepfner, Bear, and Smith, 19781

k

Figure 1-1

Construction of the Data Bases for This Report
.
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Table 1-1

Numbers of Students Whose CE Services Were Discontinued, by Reason for
Discontinuation, CE Funding Source, and Subject

Funding Source and Transition Category : Reading Math
)

Title r .

Title I Student in year 1, no fonger qualified in year 2 2,773 1,630
Title I Student in year 1, school lost funding in year 2 0 383
Title 1 Student in year 1, promoted out in year 2 , 424 195

Title (Student in year 1; discontinued (sub-total) 3,197 2,209
.Title I Student'in both year 1 and in year 2

.

5,048 2,962
Newly seleciedfor Title I in year 2, 4,159 , 3,539
Not selected for Title I in-either year 1 or year 2 31,239 34,933

TOTAL 43,643 43,643

Other-Federal CE .

,
Other-Federal Student in year 1, no longer qualified in year 2 . 385 298
Other-Federal Student in year 1; school lost funding in yeark2 735 454
Other-Federal Student in year 1; promoted out in year 2 354 347

Other-Federal Student in' year 1; discontinued (sub-total) 1474 1,099

Other-Federal Student in year 1 and in year 2 , 335 284
Newly selected for Other-Federal in year 2 764 264
Not selected for Other-Federal CE in either year or year 2 40,916 41,842

I TOTAL \ .

43,489 43,489

State/Local CE

State/Local Student in year 1; no longer qualified in year 2 961 568
State/Local Student in year 1, school lost funding in year 2 1,624 990
State/Local Student in year 1; promoted out in year 2 307 , 498

State/Local-Student in year 1, discontinued (sub-total) - 2,895 2,056

State/Local Student in year 1 and iri year 2 1,591 1,062
Newly selected for State/Local CE in year 2 2,947 2,753
Not 'selected for State/Local CE in either year 1 or year 2 36,050 37,612

TOTAL . , 43,483 43,483

Note Total numbers for tfie different fundingsources are different due to differential rates ofmissing data. As can be seen, Title I has the owes
rate of missing data, probably because of, that piogram's requirements for record keeping

than in Title 1, and most of it can be attributed to the ending of programs rather than student
achievement growth.

As noted above, a frequent reaso programstudents' CE progr are changed or discontinued
is that they are promoted into gr des in which the programs are not offered. It is of some
interest, then, to examine the pa terns of tehanges grade by grade. Iii Table 1-4 we present
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Table 1-2

Numbers of Students Whose CE Services Were Digcontinued by Reason for Discontinuation
and Subsequent Status

Discontinued CE Service and
, Subsequent Status

Reason for Discontinuation

Achievement
Was Too High.

Promoted
Out .

School Lost
Funding

/
Students with Title I reading discontinued

-.
who sullsequently became:

Regular fiading students
Other-CE reading students

.
-'

2,773

2,380
393

424

363
61

. . 0

0

. 0

. .

Students with Title I math discontinued
who subsequently became.

Regular math students
Other-CE students

' 1,630

1,420
210

.

.

196

176
20

383

351
32

Students wih other reading CE discontinued
who subsequently became

Regular reading students
Any-other CE reading students

_ L329

820
509

633

285
348

,

2,212

870
L342

r
Students with other math CE discontinued

who subsequently became:
Regular math students

... Any-other CE math students

_ 847

574
273

,

836

492
344

p1,335

375'
960 *

Note In order to keep this table straightforward, we have not tabulated cises'where students are discontinued from a reading program apd are
subsequently found in'a math program Fomabulations of other CE services, where students were discontinued from different programs
for different reasons, pnonty was given to high achievement, then promotion, and lastly school funding These two rules eliminated any
duplicate tabulations of the same students

the percentages of students whose CE services were discontinued for each reason, separately
for reading and math programs, and for the three major funding sources. This table was
extracted from the complete tabulations of Table A-3 in Appendix A, and is similar to Table
1-3, except that Table. 1-3 considers all CE students, while Table 1-4 considers only those
whose CE services were discontinued.

It is clear from Table 1-4 that patterns of discontinuation of services are different for the
different CE prograr,ns. Most students who lose Title I services do so because their achieve-
ment is too high, while most students losing Other CE services do so because their schools
lost funding. Grade 3 seems to be the last grade of CE for many students, as the percentages
of students no longeF participating in CE because they were promoted to a grade without such
a program increases at grade 4. The increase is most noticeable for other-federal CE programs.

Another useful perspective is obtained by examining the year 2,CE students in terms of how
9114 are continuing in their programs. Table 1-5 contains percentages of those students

6
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Table 1-3

Percentages of CE Students in Year 2, by Subject, CE Funding Source, Reason for
Termination, and Grade

Grade

Reason for Dir ontinuation -1 2 3 4 5 6

kt

Reading '

Title I CE
Achievement too high 30 36 35 33 31
Promoted out of program , 2 3 10 _ 5 6
School lost funding

.7
-. -

(Retained in program) , (63) (62) (62) . (57) (64) (61)

Other-Federal CE' , .

Achievement too high 15 33 31 6 19 15
Promoted out of program 1 1 1 ' 59 22 21
School lost funding' '56 38 37 28 , 53 51
(Retained in program) (28) ,,,, (28) (41) (7,) (6) (13)

State/Local CE .
Achievement too high 10 20 20 25 22 24
Promoted out of program 14 7 5 7 - 9
Schoollost funding 43 38 37 36

_6
37 30

1Retained in program) (33) (35) (38) (32) (35) (37)

Math

Title ICE
Achievement too high 32 36 30- 31 26"
Promoted out of program 4 2 1 4 8
School lost funding 16 6 11 5 6 8

-(Retained in programib... \.." , (48) '(56) (58) (58* (59) (42)

Other-Federal CE
Achievement too high 29 ,' 43 38 8 8 7
Promoted out of program 4 1 0 73 =, 27 21
School lost funding 39 19 23 14 61 56
(Retained in prOgram) 44 (28) (37) (39) (5) _(4) (16) 9

State/local CE
..

Achievement to high 7 8 16 1.5 24 34
Promoted out of program 25 19- 14 22 .--1-2 .8 9;
Schoo1.12st funding 28 38 30 - 30 35 25
(Retained in,program)9 (40) (35) (40) (33) - (29) (33)

e
selected for the same program in the previous year. Title I students continue in their programs
more often than students in Other CE programs, especially at the higher grades. This .finding
reflects not only the greater stability and implementation of Title I programs, but also the fact
that the Title I students are the lowest of the lovi achiever's (see Hinckley, Beal, and Breglio,
1978; Wang, Hoepfner, Zagorski, Hemenway, Brown, and Bear, 1978), and are therefore
more likely to be Tpeatedly selected for CE.

7
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Table 1-4

Reasons Why CE Services Were Distontinued, by Grade and CE Funding Source

Reason for Discontinuation
,

of CE Services

Percentages of Students Whose FE Was Discontinued'

Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6 Total

Title I
Readirig

Because of high achievement 80, 96 92. - 77' 87 84 87
Because of promotion.. 20- 4 8 21, 13 16 13
Because schoot1pst funding 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
(Total number dikontinued) (87) (629) (682) (795) (507) (4974 (3;197)

Other-Federal CE
Because of high achievement 21 46 46 '7 19 17 26
Because of promotion 2 1 , 0 24 24 24
Because school lost funding 77 53 p. 30 57 59 50
(Total number discontinued) (52) (292) (2614- (362) (259) (244) (1,474)

State/Local Ce
Because of high achievement 15 31 32, 36 34 38 33
Because of promotion 21 10 8, 11 9 15 11'
Because school lost funding t4 59 60 53 57 47 56
(Total number discontinued) (72) (625) (634) (692) (520) (352) (2,895)

_
( Math

itle I I.
Because of high achieveMent 64 81 71 78 77 62 74
Because of promotion 8 4 3 10 9 20 . 9
Because school lost funding 31 15 26': 12 14 18 17
(Total number discontinued) (51) (433) (437) (510) (391) (387) (2,209)

Other-Federal CE N-
,Because of high achievement 40 68 t 62 8 8 9 27

Because of promotion 5 2 1 77 28 25 32
Becduse school lost funding ,55 .30 37 15' 64 66 41
(Total number disaintinuedr (2d) (181) (169) (296)1 (215) (218) (1,099)

State/Local CE 11 '7'1
Because of high achievement ik 11 12 26 22 17 50 28
Because of promotion 42 30 23 33 50 13 24
Because school lost funding '47 58 51, 45 33 37 48
(Total number discontinued) (36) (408) (3581. (481) (439) (334) (2,056)

f . . ,

Base frequencies from which percentages were computed cin be found in the first three rows of the respective section of Tae A.3 in
Appendix A .

:e - ,

Table 1-5
.

Percentages of Yearl CE Students Who Continued in the Same Program from Yea\ 1
.

-
Kind of CE Program Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.3

-,
Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

Title I reading ts 71 48 55 54 57
Other-Federal reading 69 ,40 42 4 13 29.':
State/Local reading 51 34 42 41 33 25

Title I math 41 41 41 48 48 51
Other-Federal math 89 77 73 20 1.7 34
State/Local math 36 26 .28 34 24 26

.

4 8
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Some students do not continue in a single CE program, but are in different prcigrams each'year.
Tables 1-6 and 1-7' provide tabulations of some of those, students. Table 1-6 shows the

wpercentages of the students in a CE program both years, who were also in another CE program
in Year 1.1t can be seen that sizeable percentages of students participate in more than oneCE program, but no one program characteristically picks up students discontinued from
another one.

Table 1-6

Percentages of Students in CE Both Years Who Also Were in Another CE Program in Year 1

Kinds of CE Programs Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

Title I reading both years
<

Other-Federal reading in year 1 22 10 11 8 11 11State/Local reading in year 1- 6 20 20, 22 '19 18
Other-Federal reading both years.
. Title I reading in year 1 \ 65 41 47 29 12 2.. . 53Sthte/Local'reading,in year 1 25 33 37 25 12 53. 4 .
State/Local reading both years.

Title t reading'in year 1, .
11 41- 48 54 . 40 53,Other-FecTeral reading in year 1. 11

st.
9 9 7 43 59

Titles math both years
"Other-federal math in year 1 2 6 7 9 2 16State/Local math in year 1

Other-Federal math both years

0, 24 23 25 27 23

Title I math in year 1 6 12 42 48 0 9 26State/Local,math in year 1 25 15 9 25 9 50
State/Local math both years

"*"'illi.Title I math in year 1 4 48 49 59 52 53Other-Federal math in year 1 16 10 11 6 66 72

ac

Table 1-7 present's information on past CE participation for the students who started a new
CE program in year 2. The students tabulated in this table have been switched from one
program to another. We can see, for example, that about one quarter of the new Title I

students had been in a state or local program the preceding year, while very few had been
in an other federal program:,

Specifically examining the incidence of participation in two CE programs *ultaneously,
Table 1-8 shows the percentages of thOse students by program and subject. We can see th4
double participator isore comm6n at the early grades. In reading, other-federal and stat

. or local programs are rarely participated in concurrently; and in math, Title I and other-federal
programs rarely are.

9 3
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Table 1-7
Percentages of Students Starting a CE Program in Year 2 Who Were in Some Other CE .,

,-A , Program the Previous s Year *
,

Kinds of CE Programs" Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr5 Gr1.6

\
Title I re in in year 2

Other -Feder :11 reading in year 1 0 5 ' 3 8 5 5

State/Local reading in year 1 26 19 21 26 30 23

Other-FedgrM reading in year 2 .
Title I _reading in year 1 56 10 18 15 6 , 26

State/Local reading in year 1 , 33 15 9 16 1 18

State/Local reading in -Tear 2:
-Title I reading in year 1 23 12 17 28 25 24
Other-Federal reading in year 1 45 6 18 7 5

Title I math in.year 2
Other-Federal math in year 1 11 5 3 8 2 5

State/Local math in year 1 14 18 18 24 24 26
.r..

Other - Federal math in year 2 ..- .
Title I math in year 1 0 3 5 8 2 19

State/Local math in year 1 100 30 22 21 39 19
cl'

State/Local math-in year 2
Title I math in year 1
Other-Federal math in year 1

4 7 ' 12 12 17 16

4 5 5 8 7 6
, .

Table 1 -8
Percentages of CE Students Who Were Also in Some Other CE Program the Same Year

Kinds of CE Programs Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.S Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

Title.I reading students:
Also selected for Other-Federal reading 9 3 4 1 0 0
Also selected for State/Local reading 6 16 16 19 18 21

Other-Federal reading students:
Also-selected for Title I reading 62 21 25 9 3 5

Also selected for State/Local rea ing 0 6 4 ,' 6 5 11

State/Local reading students:
Also selected for Title I rea ng 17 34 35 63 31 34
Also selected for Other-F eral reading 0 2 1 1 , 1 2

Title I-math students:
Also selected for Other-Federal math 0 3 3 0 1

Also selected for.State/Local math 24 22 20 18 15. 16
. -

-

Other-Federal math students.
Also selected for Title Imath 11 25 33 5 9 13

Also selected for State/Local math 11 13 17 37 34 28

State/LOcal math students.
Also selected for Title ! math 39 . 34 34 38 24 26
Also selected for Other-Federal math 1 2 3 4 k- 3 5

1i
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Finally: it is useful to examine students' achievement evels prior to changes-in the educa-
tional programs Table 1-9 presents average achievement levels for .reading and math for
students continuing and changing theireeducational programs.oThe scores are from the spring,
year) administration of the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS). Some attrition occurs
here, since students who i./re absent when the CTBS was administered were-eliminated from
the analysis Bias of the means can result from this kindiof attrition if the absent students tend
to be lower achievers. As we would expect, the regular students' scores are higher than those
of the CE studentsboth continuing and new ones. It is also apparent that'the students whose
participatibn in CE ended because of high achievement in year 2 did not score higher initially
than thcivhose CE services were discontinued for other reasons. This finding provides
indirect evidence that the CE was effective for those students. .(Means for grade 1 have not
been recorded in Table 1-9 because the first-grade students having data for both years [632
students]. had \all been retained in grade 1. This group of retained students had very low
achievement scores that would serve only to cloud the important comparisons in the table).

TalA 1-9

Mean CTBS Percentile Scores (from Spring of Year 1)
by Transition Category and Grade for Year 2

Regular students
Discontinued from CE

Due to high achievement
Due to promotion
Because school lost funding

CE students
Continuing in program
Started CE in year 2

Regular students
Discontinued froni CE

Due tohigh achievement
Due to promotion
Because school lost funding

CE students
Continuing in program
Started CE in year'2

Transition Category Gr.2, Gr.3 Gr.4 ' Cr.5 Gr.6

Reading

id 55 8 54.8 57.0' 53.5 53 7
. .

i... -x'392 35 4 33 0 31 0 298
31 3 207 282 354 35833 37 4 32 7 31-4, 30.0

26 1 21 7 20.4 20.2 19,4
35.7 32 8 30 2 32 5 30 4,

Math

51 6 507 522 50.8 .51.7

45 2 38,0 37.8 34.7 3'6.7
37 2 41 2 370 32 0 29.8
42.8 37 2 36 4 32 0 34.3

29 9 25.2 26 9 23 3 24.1
380 44'1 31.0 .29.1' 32.9

I i .

Similar data are presented for year 1 in Tpble 1-10, but CTBS scores were not availakle from
the previous year (year 0), so scores from the fall of year 1 were substituted. Although these
scores were probably uncontaminated by the year 1 instructional experience, they are not
strictly comparable to the scores from the previous spring whCch would. have been used to
assign students to CE Although not identical to the corresponding means frog) year 2, these

11
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data are in agreement with them in important respects. Because the students in.kiracie 1 have
not all been retained, their means may validly be compared_ with those of the other grades
and are 'in line with them. Furthei, those -students terminated from CE because of high
achievement (the reason not inferred, as in Table 1-9) initially had highemeans than students
terminated for othe? reasons.

4
Table 1-10

Mean CBS Percentile Scores (from Fall of Ye r1)
by Transition Category and Grade for-Year 1-

Transition Category Gr.1 Gr.2. Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

f Reading

Regular students 505 53 7 54.5 548 538 542
Discontinued from CE

Due to high achievement 53'3 45 8 40 8' 35.4 30 1 31 7
Due to promotion 27 0 24 9 22 4 23.5 22.0 26 4
Because school lost funding 39 0 40 8 25 8 30 2 22 8 28.9

CE students
Continuing in program 333 244 21 7 198 2,02 19.9
Started.CE in year) 26 7 25 7 22 1' 425 2 27 0 30 2.

Math t,

Regular students
Discontinued from CE

49 3 . 49 0'8 51 7 50 5 51.9

Due to high achievement 56.1 6./....-...5.4 4 41.0 35 8 34 8 40.7
Due to promotion 34.9 23 9 36.9 24 5 25.2 32.2
Because school lost funding 20 8' 26.5 25.0 29.4 25.2 29.4

CE' students
Continuing in program 35 0 25.6 24.9 22-3 22.2 24.5
Started CE in year 1 28 4 28.3 26 4 24.2 26.4, 27.5

It is of interest that the students promoted out of grades with CE reading program have low
saThes. This seems to imply that lenient promotion policies in the schools allow low-achieving
students to be promothile the formal CE programs are restricted to their former giades.
Stuctents whose schools lost CE programs similarly have their programs end without regrd for
their levels of need. Students whose CE status is terminated because they no longer qualify for
CE have higher achievement means, however, indicating that their removal from CE and their
subsequent replacement is not haphazard.

SAMPLES FOR READING AND MATH ANALYSES -

For the 'preceding analyses, the entire sample of students in the-SrS was used. The special
sub-samples of the SES (s'te Review and Overview) were combined to achieve sufficient
numbers of cases in critical comps on groups to support all analyses. Evidence in Report
#10.(Wang et al., 1979), showing a:teat overlap among the sub-samples of achievement
scores and student characteristics, gave us confidence that combining the sub-samples would .
not distort thefindings or make them less generalizable. The examination of programs and
program effects, however, requireS separate analyses of data from reading programs and from
Math programs, so that, for example, changes in reading services and iriteading achievement

12



that coincide with changes in reading programs can be examined without regard to changes
in math activities. For the remainder of the analyses, then, separate samples were drawn
itidependently for reading and 'for math, from each year's master file, described in Figure 1-1.

The methods by which these samples were defined and drawn gp documented in Figure 1-2.

. DATA BASE, FOR FIRST YEAR , DATA BASE FOR SECOND YEAR
(1976-77) . (1977-78)

STEP 5. CONSTRUCT A MASTER FILE CONTAININbATA FOR ALL SAJDENTS FOR
WHOM THERE WERE DATA ABOUT CE PARTICIPATION FOR EACH YEAR.

Data from the Student BackgroOrld Checklist prov-
ided information for participation in CE iAeneral,
not by funding source.

Data from the CompensatOry Education Roster had
information on participation in CE, separated,'by
funding sources (Title I, other - federal, and state or
local).

STEP 6. "CREATE CATEGORIES OF.STUDENTS, CONSIDERING FUNDING SOURCES FOR
' CE PROGRAMS AND CHANGES IN PROGRAMS.

To fedu4the number of categories to those of some interest;groups were
created t emphasized: (1) discontinuation and starting of CE over
,continuation, and (2) Title I over other-federal over state or local programs.

sing these criteria as priorities, lthe Categories generated are:
.

Regular Students - students who did not participate in CE either year.
Title'l Students - students in Title I in both years, an d not dropped or ry

added to any other CE programs.
Other- federal Students - students in an other-federal program for both

years, and not selected in either year for Title I or dropped from or added
to any other CE program.'
State/Local Students - students, in state or local CE programs'in both
years and not in, dropped from, or added to any other CE program.
Title I.Dikontinued - students dropped from Title I in year 2, and not
added to any other CE program in year 2.
Other-Federal Discontinued - students dropped fro mran other-federal
program in year 2, havineno change in Title I status, and not added to a
state or local program.
State /Local Discontinued - students dropped from a state or local
program in year 2, having no change in Title I status or siatys in an
otherDfederal prOgram.
Title I Started - students newly starting in Title I-in year 2, and not
dropped froeany other CE program. .
Other-Federal Started - students newly starting in an other-federal .
program inyear 2, With no change in Tjtle I status and not dropped from
any state or local program.
State /Local Started students newly startingern a state or local program,
with no change in Title I or other-federal program.
Switched: ,Title I to- Other students dropped from Title I in year 1 and
then newly selected ill year 2 for any other CE program.

A Switched,Other to Title I students dropped from an other-federal,
state, or local program in year 2 and newly selected for Title I.'
Switched Other tolOther - students added to some non-Title I
program(s# in year 2 after having been dropped from some other non-Title
I program(s).

.-Yzc

-% Figure 1-2

Construction of 'Groups for Analysis from the Data Base (A Continuation fromjigure 1-1)

it* ,
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Figure 1-2 (Continued) .

STEP 7. CREATE FILES FOR ANALYSES, SEPARATELY BY GRADE AND BY SUBJECT.

In order to reduce the number of cases to be processed and t6 create more
balanced statistical d6gns, without appreciable losses in analytic precision:

A. Draw 100 percent samples of students with changes in their CE programs.
(such cases are relatively infrequent, see Table A-3 in Appendix A.)

B Draw random samples from the more populated categories (regular -
students and 'continuing CE students) so that the sizes of the samples
would be similar to those in A (above), but not more than 300.

Any particular student can, therefore, be in both reading and mathiiles; the
probability of being included in one file being unaffected by inclusion in the
other.

STEP 8. CREATE SPECIAL COMPARFSON GROUPS OF REGULAR STUDENTS FOR
ANALYSES IN WHICH DIFFERENCES IN SCHOOLS AMONG GROUPS MUST BE
ELIMINATED.

Two additional groups Asubsets) of regular students were created:
Those enrolled ih schools where there were CE students.
Those enrolled ih schools where some students' CE was discontinued.

L
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CHAPTER 2. EDUCATIONAL SERVICES FOLLOWING THE
TERMINATION OF COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

The regulations for Title I, by far the largest CE program, specify that CE services are to
supplement rather than supplant regular services, i.e., that students who participate in Title-.
I services should receive something extra. Because the number of hours in the school day is
usually not increased for CE students, it is a clear intention that the intensity or quality of the
school experience be measurably different for them. In Report #5 (Wang et a(., 1978) we
have shown that CE students in general, and Title students inp-iiiicular, receive mare reading
and math services that are presumed to have a positive impact on achievement. For example,
they receive more hours of instruction, per se, and receive it in smaller groups. Since the focus
in this report is on students whose CE is terminated, the question about level of services
received is whether thes4udents are, in fact, returned to the same level of services received
by the regular students wProse ranks they are rejoining. If, for example, the kinds and amount
of services received by students welit unchanged following termination from CE, that finding
would cast a new light on our answers to questions about subsequentthanges in achievement
level (in Chapter 3 of this report).

In order/to investigate the educational services recejed by former CE students, it is necessary
first to specify what services will be considered and ti6w their receipt will be assessed. In the,
SES we have assumed that The important dimensions of instructional services'are duration,
instructor, and size of group receiving the instruction. Each of these dimensions is important

'in understanding the nature of the services received by students. Second,.we must specify the'
nature of the groups to whom the former CE students will be compared. In general, we will
welt to specify groups that areas similar as possible to the former CE students, 'so that the
comparisons are not contaminated by differences other than ?CE-status.

MEASURES OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICE

The basic measures of services to be used in the analyses of this chSpter are derived from
items of the Student Participation and Attendance Record for Math (SPAM) and for Reading
(SPAR),'indicating numbers of hours of instruction received in several classroom contexts, The
record for each student was completed by the teacher who had primary responsibility for
teaching reading or math to the student. Each of these forms was completed four times in the
year for each.student for a record week of attendance. Estimates of the year's attendance for
each type of instruction were generated from these four measurements. Information on ten
kinds of instruction were gathered (where the word "subject" in parentheses indiCates reading
in the SPAR and math in the SPAM):

1. Hours of (subject) with a regular teacher in a group of 2) or more students.

2. Hours of (subject) with a regular teacher in a group of 14-20 students,

3. Hour's of (subject) with a regular teacher in a group of 7-13 students.

4. Hours of (subjec-Kh a regular teacher individually or in a group'o,f 2-6 students

.
5. Hours of (subject) with a special teacher in a group of 7 or more students.

15
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6 Hours of (subject) with a special teacher individually or in a group of 2-6 students.

7 Hours of (SUbject) with a paid aide or teaching assistant in a group of 2-10 students.

8. Hours of (subject) with a peer tutor or adult volunteer.'

9. ° Hours of independent work in (subject) using programmed materials.

10. Hours of independent work in (subject) using non-programmed materials.

In addition,-data were collected on student absenteeism, which were combined with the data
on instructional services to yield two measures of the student's educational p-rogram: the total
hours of each typeof instruction offered by the school and, when adjusted for absenteeism,
the total hours actually received by each student.

One aggregated measure of the intensity of service delivered was derived by summing the
number of hours in all servite categories to obtain a total number of hours of instruction in
eiKh .ubject Itl/A--gh we decided to examine this measure, it did not seem likely to be
especially sensitive to differences between servicespf CE and regular students:A measure that
could be more sensitive to the level -of- effort of special instructional arrangements is a cost-
weighted composite, which takes into account personnel, equipment, and ether resources
associated with instruction.

.

This composite is not on' tamed by examining actual costs at each site; it is constructed by
finding a realistic-cost for each type of activity (converted to standard dollars in order to
eliminate regional' Cost differences) and applying this cost factor to every activity. The formula
for the coiftcomposite was described in detail rft-R-ef-9114f6 (Haggart, Klibanoff, Sumner, and
Williams;' 978) and will be briefly summarized here:

C= '-PXQXLXSXT
Where: - ,

C is the cost of the resource delivered to the student, in standard dollars,
P is the price per unit of the resource used, -
Q is the quantity of the***source used,
Lis the length-of-year factor that adjusts all costs to a yearly basis,
S i5 a size-of-class factor that distributes sl-fared resources to students, and
T is a time factor accounting for the proportion `of thc(school day'allOcated to the
subject.

The cost- weighted measures are not intended to reflect actual exPenditu es, but serve, in these
analyses; as measures of the intensity of services provided in each subbject. . '

Since; Mr some purposes, it is useful -to know the amount 'of services offered, each of ,the
11 composite Measures just described was computed both.,0 its or4ginal orm, reflecting the level

of services to which the student was actually exposed, and a Version t at was adjusted by-,.
an individual student's atteridance.factor to estimate the amount offered. In addition to the
,separate service variables, then, there are four composite measures for these analyses, for
each subject: _
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THE SAMPLES OF STUDENTS TO BE STUDIED

For the andlyles of year 1 data we focus on students whose reading or math CE services were
terminated at the beginning of that school year (1976-77). These students represent only a
small percentage of the total SES sample, as the tables of Chapter 1 clearly show. The
terminated students.are subset, as explained in Chapter 1, on the basis of the reasomreported
for their change of status.

The comparison groups needed for the analyses consist of regular students and continuing CE
students (students whOse services were started in Year 1 were excluded rather than being
pooled into any sample). The comparison students were further subset to just those schools
that terminated services for one or more students. In this way, the comparison groups
consisted of regular students from schools with terminated students, and CE students from
schools with terminated students. The use of these subsets minimizes school effects that might
otherwise be confounded with the transition categories. We also considered it important to
examine a broader set of comparisons in addition to those lust described. We did this because
our 'very restricted comparison groups (representing a gain in internal validity) may not
represent the population of students whose CE was not discontinued. For this, an additional
set' of comparison groups, we sampled regular and CE stents from all schools with CE
programs' (Data from these comparisons are presented in Appendix B.) Although this restric-
tion (to schools with CE) may prevent perfect representativeness in the category of regular
students, such schools constitute a less restrictive subset than those with terminated students.
the comparability of the two comparison groups (regular and CE students') is enhanaced by
eliminating the confounding effects introduced if non-CE schoolsAentributed' to the sample
of regular students.

In order to make these two different subsettings both mutually exclusive and independent (in
the sense that the students from as given school had the, same a priori probability of being
included in- one of the samples as if 'the other samples were not drawn), the less restrilie
sample (from schools with CE) was drawn first, and the more restrictive sample (from schools
with terminated students) was drawn from the remaining sample. In this way we avoided
drastically biasing either subsample. The differences between CE schools with and without
terminated students might affect the results of analyses, so all analyses were performed with
both sett of comparison groups. Important differences in findings could then be identified and
discussed.

COMPARISONS OF TOTA1. EDUCATIONAL SERVICESq
A

In the logical progression of questions posed it hapter 1, we, now know that the potential
problems resulting from discontinuation of CE services are not ignorably small. We can
proceed to answer the third question: What educational services do the former CE students
"receive after their CE services are ended?

We would anticipate that their services oughtfo be more like the services of regular students
than those of CE students (technically, theyare regular students). Therefore, we need two
groups with which to compare the former CE students. Our hypotheses can be expressed as:

17 .
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Services to Services to Services to
CE students terminated students regular students

Aft,

In order to buttress our Conclusions, analyses were performed using both of our two kinds
of comparison samples. That is, one analysis was done based on regular and CE students
drawn only from schools wit rminated students, and with the three kinds of terminatedtfl)
students (no-longer-qualified, pr moted-to-a-grade-With-no-program, and school-lost-fund-
ing); and the same analysis was repeated with the same terminated students and the regular
and CE students from all schools with CE. In both cases, a factorial analysis was done, with
grade and transition category as the two factors. We also defined 'services' as hours of
instruction and as the cost-weighted composite, and 'considered each in terms of what was
offered to the students and what they received. The means for services- offered to the students
are presented for ading and math in Table 2-1, based on the comparison groups from
schools with terminated students. (Comparable, but for services-received, deans are pre-
sented in Table B-1 of Appendix B, and means for comparison groups at all CE schools can
be found in Table B-2).

Comparisons of Services Delivered to Terminated Students Wail Those Delivered to Regu-
lar and CE Students. On the cost-weighted measures, the three discontinued groups are fairly
close to the regular students, and clearly lower than the CE students, The differences are less
clearcut in the means of hours offered and attended. The results generally support the
expectation that services for discontinued students resemble the services for regular students
rather closely, and are less intense than the services for CE students.

Whatever the reason for it, the better differentiation of the CE and regular students in schools
with discontinued students, as well as the a priori fact that these schools provide better
matched comparison groups than the more general sample, encouraged us in the use of only
the former sample in our analyses. The costs of instruction offered for reading and Math (from
Table 2-1) illustrate more clearly'the differences among the groups (see Figures 2-1 and 2-2).
The means for the three kinds of discontinued students cluster around the means for the
regular students, and are widely separated from the means for the CE students.

Comparison's of Regular and CE Students. Comparing the services'offered to CE students with
those offered to regular students, we can see that CE students are offered fewer hours of
reading at the early grades, and more at the higher grades taut that the CE reading instruction
is always more costly. In math, the.CE students are always offered more hours of instruction
and higher-cost services. (The same comparisons hold for the services received, as reported
in Table B-1, and generally hold when the two groups are ampled from all schools with CE,
in Table B-2). In all cases, the best differentiation of the two groups is made with the
'cost-weighted measures, indicating that it is the concentration of special kinds of services
rather than the hours of exposure that better reflects CE services.

The CE students from schools with discontinued students tend to have slightly fewer hours
Of services both offered and attended, but higher resource-costs than the CE students from
schools with CE in general. The regular students from the two samples are less clearly

4i*
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.Table 2-1

Average Hours and Costs of Instruction Offered in Year 1 to Students
Whose Programs Changed, by Grade

Transition Category
. _

Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

Hours of Reading Instruction
Regular students 320 304 246 206 189 170

Students terminated due to high
achievement , 341 289 253 220 195 . 180

Students terminated due to promotion 290 220 . 255 210 190 188
, Students termirtated because school,lost

funding 260 287 267 235 232 185

CE Students . 299 295 280 247 235 1'94

, . .

Resource-Cost of Reading Instruction .
Regular students ,

. .
350 341 265 208 180 156

Students terminated due to high .
1 41'achievement 363 372 289 248 206 200

Students terminated due to promotion 263 329 275 247 233 250
Students terminated because school lost

funding 278 , 355 328 264.. 278 225
CE students 445 468 475 407 421 337

. ,

Hours of Math Instruction . ,
'a

Regular students 177 172 1.75' 177 179 t72
Students terminated due to high .

achievement 166 173 177 177 179 172
Students terminated due, to promotion 152 . 147 154 177 195 V86
Students terminated because school lost

funding 111 158 193 206 181. 177

CE students 195 190 .182 247 - 214 .208

Resource-Cost of Math Instruction
Regular students 140 132 134 13r 142 129.

44.
Students terminated due to high

achievement 133 154 164 146 159 151
Students terminated due to promotion 128 114 116 169 182 160
Students terminated because school lost

funding 114. 138 182 161 164 168
CE students 262 280 260 349 351 329

1

'Regular and CE students 'were sampled only from schools with terminated students
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differentiated, but the sample from schools with discontinued students tends to have lower
resource costs. .

In the sample drawn from schools with discontinued students, the regular students are differ-
entiated more clearly from the CE students than in the more general sample, drawn from all
schools with CE. Schools,- where some students have their CBservices discontinued, differenti-
ate more clearly the amounts of service delivered to Crand to regular students (i.e., their CE
programs are more focused). If terminating CE services/ends to occur at,schools where CE
programs are more clearly defined (its being more rmportant officially, to move_ less needy'
students out of CE and more needy students in), we would find that delivery of services is

Itsstrongly associated with CE participation than in schools where the programs may be
le\s organized or may consist of more diffuse sets of servites.

Comparisons Among Students Whose CE Has Ended. Differences` in services among the
three categories of discontind d students bare. inconsistent over the six grades for all four ,

measures (An analysis-of-varia ce of the three categories, by grade, confirms that the interac-
tion is significant, rather than a irregularity attributable to chance variations in cells that have
relatively few observations). It is not possible, therefore, to make comparative statements
about the services to these three groups-T-the- interaction may be duet() different rioliciess
among "the schools which allocate resources differently to the grades, if such variations
allocation of services were confounded with the discontinuation patterns at the schools, th
observed interaction would also result.

Analyses -of- variance confirmed that the differences in Tables 2-1 are real. The analyses
presented in Table 2-2 for reading and for math are based on the sample from schools with
terminated students. (Analyses were performed on the more'genePal sample as well', with very
similar.results.),For both 'offered' and 'attended' hoUfs of instruction, the amount of variance
accounted for by transition category0:About onepercentlor reading four percent for
math ese percentars of variance, are indicated in the table by the value of eta squared.)
The greater 4lifferenc43s shown by the Cost-weighted measures is reflected both in the greater
F patios forifansitioh category and in the greater proportion of variance accounted for-14
percent for reading and 24 percent for math. We can seelhat, although they are all significant,
the differences among groupsare larger for the cost-,w ted measures. Grade accounts for
more of the variance in reading than- in math, indicatin at the seduction in instruction with
increasing grade is a reliable phehomenonr- ,

4------'

Because assignment of students to services might be influenced by, their achievement level,
we also considered it p.otentially useful to study the differences Among groups while controll-
ing for achievement level at the beginning of the school year. The covariate of pretest was
statistically significant, but the adjusted means were virtually equal to those obtained without
the covariate. Apparently, nearly all of the variance accounted for bjlthe covariate is already
accounted for without it. Referring to the results 6f the descriptive analysis of achievement
levels; in the transition categories, reported in Chapter 1, it inapparent that achievement level
is associated with' the transition categories. : 3 -

Confirmation of findings With Title I Students in, Year 2. Litnitations in the year 2 data Rase
required changing the analyses in several ways in orderrAo cAlfirrn the findings.-First; the
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Table 2-2

Analysis of Variance of Reading and Math Instructional Services Accurding to
Changes in CE Programs (Transition)' and Grade

I.

:s.

Source
Degreis

of Freedom.

Proportion
of Variance
Accounted

for.(r)2)
Mean

Square . F -Ratio

Hours of Reading Instruction Offered
Transition category 4 .01 1.84,437 32.93*
Grade '-

5 .27 3,553,491 634.53*
Interaction 20 .02 50,680 9.05*
Within (error) 8,257 5,600

Hours of Reading Instruction Attended
Transition category 4 .01 122,492 . 23.98*
Grade 5 .25 3,000,772 587,42*
Interaction ,20 .02 49,004 9.5:9*
Within(error)

.
8,257 5,108

Cost of Reading Instruction Offered
Transition category 4 .14 9,267,244 410.81*
Grade , 5 .12 5,956,076 264.03*
Interaction 20 .01 153,942 6,82*
Within (error) , 8,357 ) 22,558

Cost of. Reading Instruction Attended
Transition category 4 ' .:14 7,792,336 387.82*
Grade 5 .11 5,015,750 249.63*
Interaction . .20 .01 152,137 7.57*
Within (error) 8,257 20,093

How oftelath Instruction Offered
Transition category 4 .04 169,860 65.54*
Grade 5 .01 40,480 15.62*
Interaction 20. .03 25,399 9.80
Within (error) 5,712 2,592

Hours of Math Instruction Attended
Transition category 4. .04 141,042 58.68*
Grade 5 .01 37,769 15.71*
Interaction 20 A .03 23,156 17.91*
Within (error) 5,712 2,404

Cost of Math Instruction Offered
Transition category 4 .24 4,368,312 486.16*
Grade 5 .00 52,728 5.87*
Interaction '20 .02 63,338 7.05
Within (error) 5,712 885

Cost of Math Instructiori Attended
Transition category 4 .24 3,816,207 473.14*'
Grade 5 .00 55,724 6.91 *
Interaction 20 .02 60,621 7.52*
Within (error) 5,712 8,065

Significant'at the .001 level

. T.
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transition categories are specified by source of funding, ih addition to the nature of the
transitions. Because the numbers of students in the various categories were too small for all,
but Title I programs, the confirming analyses were based only on Title I. students. The means
of services and costs offered in Title I are presented in Table 2-3 for reading and math (parallel
data on services and costs received can be found in Table 8-3 of Appendix B. The absence
of a terminated-because-schoql-lost-funding category for reading is due to a lack of observa-
tidns in this category.

Table 2-3

Average Hours and Costs of Instruction Offered to Title I Studerds
Whose .Programs Changed in Year 2, by Grade

Transition Category' Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

Regular students 1.
Hours of Reading Instruction

298 248 224 213 201.

Students terminated due to high
achievement 318 281 244 231 226 210

Students terminated due to promotion 311 400 279 229 193 193

Title I students
b.

292 260 290 245 269

Resource-Cost of Reading Instruction
Regular students * .309 275 226 213 176

...,-Students terminated due to high
r4

. 'N'achievement 3751 326 285 267 279 1 259.
Students terminated due to promotion 335 448 360 270 224 212

Title I students 467 418 457 372 358

Hours of Math Instruction
Regular students 171 1'80 177 172 173

Students terminated due to higia
achievement 188 213 190 184 197 183

Students terminated due to promotion+ 171 187 158 205 171 209
Students terminated because school tOst

funding 164 188 177 ,149 156 152

Title I students . 198 183 256 222 190
IIP

Resource-Cost of Math Instruction
Regulr students ' 125 138 145 . 146 113.,
Students terminated due to high

achievement 152 217 181 180 214 175
Students terminated due to promotion 114 122 127 193 163 205
Students terminated because school lost I

'funding 148 155 209 146 128 ' 136

Title] students 246 218 294 253 244

Regular and Title I students were sampled only from schools with terminated students
"Due to the sequential cre4tion of samples, there were no remaining first-graders in schools with discontinued students who either received Title

I both years or in neither year
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The data in Table 2-3 differ only slightlit from the corresponding entries for year 1. The group
discontinued due to promotion has much higher means in several cases, surpassing the level
of services of evekthe Title I students. Because the numbers of observsations for year 2 were
small, we investigated the source(s) of the students in this category to see if the inflated means
were attributable to a few aberrant schools. There were 56 schools contributing students for
reading, and 27 for math, with no school contributing anywhere near the majority of cases.
We conclude that the large means have some generality and are not due solely to distortions
caused by a few deviant schools. In general, 'ride 1 students are offered more, and more
costly, reading arfcl,math services than regular students, while former Title 1 students are
offered intermediate amounts.

Results from analyses-of-variance to determine the significance ot the differences amolig the
means appear in Table 2-4. As was done for year 1, the analyses were performed with the
regular and CE samples drla tn from all schools with CE, as well as those drawn only from
schools with terminated stu ents. The 'autcorries of the analyses were slightly different, but
'were consistent in showing a strong main effect for transition category. As in year 1, e
differences among the means within the groups of discontinued students had no meantlifUt
pattern, so there is no basis for differentiating the three groups in -terms of these service

.. variables..

The finding, in the year 1 data, that services received by discontinued students are about the
same as those for regular students, and are markedly lower than those for CE students is less
crearly'apparent in the year 2 data. For the two cost-weighted measures, the differences
between regular students and CE students are clear, but fhe means for the discontinUed
students are not as close to those of the regular students as in thformer analyses. They do
tend to be more like the regular student means than like the CE means, however, and the
-contrast is particularly clear for the cost-weighted measures. The year 2 data therefore confirm
the year 1 findings.

COMPARISONS OF KINDS OF EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

The preceding analyses clearly indicate that the amounts of services for terminated students
are different from those for the CE students, and are closer tothe lever of the regular students.
It is also of interest to know whether the kinds of services provided for terminated students-.
can be differentiated from those provided for CE participants. This question was addressed__
through a set of discriminant analyses, in which each kind of-terminated student was com-
pared with each comparison group (i.e., regular students or CE student) in a two-group
analysis For our purposes, the outcomes that are important are' (1 ) how, well the two groups
are differentiated by the kinds of services, and (2) wi4ch kinds' of services serve as the best
discriminators (Kind-of-service in these analyses is one of the ten SPAR [Student Participation
and Attendance Record-Reading] or SPAM [Student 'anticipation and Attendance Record-
Math]) instructional situations described at the beginning of this chapts. The resul& based
9n samples Only from schools with terminated student'S, are reported in Table 2-5 for reading
and math (amble B-4, Appendix B, provides parallel results based on samples from all schools
with CE)
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ti Table 2-4

Analyses of Variance of Reading and Math Instructional Services, According to
Changes in the Title I Program (Transition) and Grade

r

Source

Proportion
of Variance

Degrees Accounted
of Freedom for (7)2)

Mean
Square -F -Ratio

3

4
... - 12

, 3,619
.,
....

02
.11

.04

.>

229,477
815,150
107,482

6,635

34.58f
122.85*
16.208

3 .02 185,796 t.30.398
4' .11' 752,721 123.10*

- ? 12 ""- 04 96,408 15.77*
1,619 6,115

3 .12 4,080,093 172,64'
4 05 1,227,647 51.94*

12 165,318 7.008
3,619 23,635

3 .12 '3,242,834 178.17*
4 05 1,016,646 55.86*

12 .02 127,709 7.02*
3,619 18,201

- 4 .06 121,955 45.64*
4 ' 4.01 6,660 .. 2.49*

16 .06 29,96'6. 11.21,..
2,688 2,672

4
-...\

.04 80,933 32.798
4 <.01 4,914 t.99

16 .05 24,549 9.95*
2,688 2,468

4 .1.1 814,065 89-.49*
4 <.01 18,207 2.00

16 .04 63,905 7.03*
2,688 9,097

.

4 .08 612,400 82.07*
4 <.01 12,497 - 1.68

16 . .04 53,46 7'15*
'7,608 7,462

Hours of Reading Instruction Offered
Transition category
Grade
Interaction
Within (error) . ,

Hours of Reading Instruction Attended
Transition category
Grade'
Interaction
Within (error)

Cost of Reading Instruction Offered
Trari§ttion category

. Grade ,
Interaction
Within (error)

Cost.of Reading Instruction Attended
Transition category
Grade
Interactqn
Withiri (error)

Hours of.iitath Instruction Offered
Pansition category
Grade
Interaction
Within (error)

Hours of Math Instruction Attended
Transition category

'IC`'Grade
Interaction
Within (error)

Cost of Math Instruction Offered
Transition category
Grade
Interaction
Within (error)

Cost of. Math Instruction Attended
Transition category
Grade
Interaction
Within (error)

Significant at the 001 level
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-Table 2-5,

Discriminant Analyses Between Termlnaied Students and Comparison Students (CE and
Regular Studentsfrom Schools with Terminated Students) - Year 1

'Groups of Students

CE students vs. students terminated
Due to high achievement
Due to promotion e

Because school lost funding '

'-(All terminated students)

Regular' students vs students terminated

VA) Correctly Canonical First Five DiscriminAprs
Categorized Correlation In Rank Orders'.

.i 81.3
72.3
715.1-

2,2

Due to high achievement -
57,2

Due to promotion 63.1°
Because school lost funding 63 2

fAll terminated studentsl 57 9

CE students vs students terminated
Due to high achievement' 81 6
Due to promotion 74.7
Because Schobl lost funding 78.5

(All terminated students) 85.1

Regular students vs students terminated
Due to high.achivement t#3.2
Due to promotion 81.1
Because school lost funding If 75.2

(All terminated students) 60.3

Reading r-
.577* 6, 5, 7, 10, 4
464* 6, 5, 7, 4, 3

.488* 6, 5, 7, 10, 1

.555* 6, 5, 7: 10, 4

4
,f56* 10, 1, 5', 5; 4
.226* 1, 3, 10, 6, 2
.203* 1, 9, 6, 3,' 7

.184* 1, 10, 5, 7, 6

Math

.595* 6, 7, 5, 4, 10
:574* 7, 6, 5, 1, 9
.570,* 6, 7, 5, 9, 10

.599* 6, 7, 5,' p, 4

.187* 3, '1, 7, 5, 9

.232* 9, 8, 10, 6, 4

.247* tt, IT:: 8, 2, 10

.21,7* 9, 1;- 3, 5, 9'

'Significant beyond the 001 level, as determined by the chi-square statistic evaluated at 9 degrees- otireedorri"

"The predictors are the ten types of (reading /math) instruction
Hours with a regular teacher in .a group of 21 or more students

2 Hours with a regular teacher in a group of 14-20 students
3 Hours with a regtilar teacher in a group'of 7-13 students
4 Hours with a reguiar"teacher, individually or in a group of 2-6 students
5 Hours with a specW teacher in a group of 7 or more students
6 Houri with a special teacher, individually or in a group of 2.6 students
7 Hours with a paid aide or teaching assistant in a group of 2.10 students
8 Hours with a peer tutor or adult volunteer
9" Hours of independent work using Programmed materials

SO Hours` of 'independent work using non-programmed materials 4

v.

The results are quite similar-for reading and math: the terminated students are differentiated
rather clearly from the CE students,, but much less clearly from the regular students. Also, the
Same three kinck of instructional situation geneially appear first in order of importance for the
discriminations that yield good group differentiation. For the best ;discriminated pairs of
groups, i.e., the terminated 'versus the CE students, the items that consistently rank first as
discriminators a.eipir. Hours with a special teacher in a group of 7 or more students; 6. Hour,
of instruction with a special teacher individually, or ip a group of 2-6 students; and 7. Hours.
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with * paid aide or teaching assistant in a group of 2-10 students. Based on the averages of
these items shown for the groups in 'Table 2-6, it can be seen that the terminated students
receive less of each of these services than the CE students. These services, incidentally, are
the very services that CE participants have previously been found to receive significantly more
of (Wang et al., 1978).

t

s_.

Table 2-6

Average Hours in Selected Reading and Math Instructional Situations,
for Terminated and CE Students Year 1

NP

- Student Group

Instructional Service!

5 6 7

Reading

Students no longer qualified for CE *i. 2.5 2 7 5.8
Students promoted to grade with no program 2.2 3.8 6.5
Students teminated when schoollost funding 1.7 14 6.7

CE students from schools with terminated students 29.2 40.4 29.8

Math
.

Students no longer qualified for,CE 1.5 1.5 3.6
Students promoted to grade with no.program 1.0 2.4 1.9

_Students terminated wheri school lost funding 0.6 1.4 5.9

CE students from schools with terminated students v"' 13.0 19.5 15.5

'Item Code
5 Hours of instruction with a special teacher in a group of 7. or more students
6 Hours of 1nstruction with a special teacher individually, or in a group of 2-6 students
7 Hours of instruction.with a paid aide or teacfung assistant in a group of 2-10 students

Comparing terminated students with regular stuclipts, we find that items 1, (instru n by a
regular teacher in a large group), 9 (hours .of indepenlent programmed seatw ), and 10
(hours of independent non-Programmed seatwork)which are among the least costly of
instructional services.L-appear most frequently in the first ran of discriminators. It is impor\
tant to keep in mind that, since the total discriminativ wer of the items in these analyses
is not high, the discriminative power of the first-ran predictors is not high dther, and
differentiation of the groups according to these items is not strong. Independept instruction-
time seems the best differentiator for math, as regular, large-group instruction is for reading.
These fintfipgs confirm our hypothesis that the services provided to former CE students are
more like regular servicehan CE services.

The clittrignant analyses based on year 2 data differ from their year 1 counterparts in several
ways1First, the discriminant analyses were performed separately by funding source. Second,
additional categories of students were created to denote the situations in which students were 4,
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terminated in one program and started in another. The terminatio categories in year 2 were
pboled into one group in order to avoid the problem of extremely small cell frequencies (such
pooling of the year 1 data did not adversely affect the sensitivity of the corresponding
analyses). The discriminant analyses-for reading are summarized in Table 2-7, and those for
math are summarized in Table-2-8.

Table 2-7

Discriminant Analyses Between Terminated and CE Students and Between
Terminated and _Regular Students - Reading, Yea 2

Gcoups of Students
% Correctly
Categorized

Canonical
Cdrrelation,

First Five Predictors
In Rank Order

All students terminated4r4 Title!'" vs.
Title I students from the general sample
Title I students from schools with'

terminated students
Regular students from schools withCE
ReguPar students from schools with

terminated students
\,

._-.

76.4

81.3
61.4

_

61.9

.
.481*

446*
.281*

.294*

r

. 7, 6,

, 5,'
, 6,

7 10,

5,

7,
5,

5,

4,

3,
10,

4,

3

9
9

9

All students terminated from Other-Federal CE vs.
Other-Federal CE students from the
4 general sample .

Regular studentsfrom schools with CE
Regular students from schools with

terminated ,students ,, '
, ,

4

,

60.3 ,
78.6

78.4.

.233*

.494*

.507*

9, 6,
- 7, 6,

7, 6,

8,
4,

4,

4,
1,

,1,

.2

8

8

r . -

All students teminated from State/Local CE vs.
State/Local CE students from the general

sample . t

Regular students from scbools withtE
Regular students froln schools with

terkingted students - ,' .
. e.

.

75.7
70.7

69.9
.

.

.355*
.447*

.455*

5, ;,
7, :,

.7,)1.6

2,
4,,

-
.-4,

7,
5,

5,

)

.

1

2

2

.

All students switched from Title I to Other CE vs.
Title I students from schools with
' terminated students,. - ',

- Terminated Title I students, not added ,.. . , .elsewhere*"
Students added to Other CE, no change in

Title I Ais ,-,

°

58.1

%
84.0

72.3

,

.268*

.361*

,.268* '

'i, 7,,

%
6, 5,

4, 6,

5,

4,

0;

2,

9,

5,

.4
.

8

9

,

All students switched from Other Ctio Title I vs.
Title I students from Schools with

terminated students
Students terminated from Other; CE, no

change inTitle 1
Students added to Title I, no termination

in other CE
. .

t

65.2

62.5

68.2

.302*

.252*

.302*

, 5,, 4,
.

4, . 8,

1,, 4,

:,

6,

9,

5,

.

9

7.

8

29
Or-



Table 2-7 (Continued)

All students switched from Other CE to another CE
'Stlidents terminated from other, no

change in Title I 61_3 .154' 9, 1, 10, 4, 2
Students added to alttls-no change in

Title I 67.1 .258' 1, 10, 7, 2, 8

'Significant beyond the 001 level, as determined by the chi-square statistic evaluated at 9 degrees of freedom

*The predictors are the ten types,of (reading) instruction
1 Hours with a regular teacher in a group of 21 or more students.
2 Hours with a regular teacher in a group of 14-20 students
3 Hours with a regular 'teacher in a group of 7.13 students.
4 Hours with a regular teacher, individually or in a group of 2-6 students,
5 Hours with a special teacher in a group of 7 or more students.
6 Hours with a special teacher, individually, or in a group of 2-6 students.
7 Hours with a paid aide or teaching assistant in a group .of 2-10 students
8 Hours with a peer tutor or adult volunteer.
9 Hours of independent work using programmed materials

10 Hours of independent work using non-programmed materials

These groups are.rdentical

Examining the reading table first, the reader will note that the students whose Title I was
discontinued are more easily differentiated from the current Title I students than from the
regular students (i.e., their services are more like regular services than CE services), as in the
previous analyses on year 1 data. This tendency is reversed in both the other-federal programs
and the state or local programs. These data indicate, then, that the kinds of services are
allocated differently to discontinued Title °I students than to current ones, but that such
differences cannot be detected for the other programs. This probably is due to different
guidelines and regulations for the Other programs, which generally do not adhere to the same
rules of supplementation of services and clear specification of selection criteria.

biamining the 'switched' categories, we see that those students who were terminated from
Title I and begun in some other program are most clearly differentiated from those who were
terminated in Title I and not added elsewhere:That is, they appear to be needy students whose
programs were merely shuffled for administrative reasons. Their services least resemble those
of the terminated students, and most closely resemble the services of the other two gr6ups
(those who continue to be in Title I and those who have been added to a non-Title I program).
The students who were switched from some other.program to -Title I referable all three
comparison groups about equally, with a slight differenie in favor of those' whose CE status
in othdr program's was terminated with no change in Title I. The reader will no that this
't ategory contains an unknown number of Title I students wh were categorized eping
with the categorization priorities described previously) s be g.ferminated from ta other-
federal or state/local piogram, even though they were el ed for Title I both years.

l ' (''
, .

Students switched between Other CE programs rather closely tesemble both of the groups
to which they were compared, in terms of services received. It is again important to note that
both of the groups have some students who were in Title 17and so the similarity may be due
to Title I services in all the groups..

Theifindings or math services are quite similar, with some exceptions. Students terminated
from Title 1 re discriminable similarly to those in the reading analyses. For the students
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terminated from other-federal 'programs, there is not the clearcut reversal of discrimination
that was present for the reading analyses; there seem to be no important differences among
the three discriminant analyses. For state/local programs; however, themath analyses show

-the same pattern as in the reading analyses. Discrimination between groups of students who
were switched between math programs is similar to that for reading.

Tihle -2-8

Discriminant Analyses Between Terminated and CE Students and Between
Terminated and Regular Students - Math, Year 2

i
% Correctly

Groups of Students Categorized
,..

.

Canonical
Correlition

,

First Five Predictors
hi Rank Order

All students terminated from Title Ise" vs.
Title I students from the general sample
Title I students' from schools with

terminated students
Regular students from schools with CE
Regular students from schools with

,terminated students

73.2

84.7 .

61.7

62.1

:42'3"

.439*

.292'

.295'

7,

5,
7',

, 7,

5, 6,

9, 6,
106,

3, 2,

9,

4,
5,

4,

2

/7
4

10

l
All students terminated from Other-Federal CE vs.

Other-Federal CE students from the
general sample

Regular students frorrr schools with CE
Regular students from schools with

terminated students

1.

76.7
80.6

82.1

..476"
.524'

- 517*

10,
7,

i4,

1, 9,
4, 1,

'7, 6,

,

3,
9,

9,

4
6

8

All students teminated from State /Lo al CE vs.
State/Local CE students from the

PA
general sample

Regular students from schools with CE
Regular students from schools with

terminated students
-

.

72.7: L
71 7

70.8 .

,,.'

.297',

.457'

449"

6,
7,

7,

1, 5,
1, 5,

1, 5,

.

7,
6,

6,

3

10

4

All students switched from Title I to Other CE vs.
Title I students-from schools with

terminated students'
Terminated Tit I students, not added

elsewhere"
Students add to Other CE, no change

in Title I

65.3

82.1

78.2

.

.356'

.376'

.297'

9,

6,

,4,

s

7, 1,

5, 4,

5, 9,
o

4,

1,,

7,

.

3

7

2

.

All students switched from Other CE to Title I vs.
Title I students from schools with -

terminated students
Students terminated from Other CE, no

change in Title I ,

Studentsadded to Title I, no terms afio
in other CE

72.9 .

63.7,

68 7

.420'
,

.251'

.315'

5,

7,

1,

-

9, 11

.

6, 3,

4, 7,

7,

4,

10,

3

1

3
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Table 2-8 (Continued)

All students switched from Other CE to another CE
Students terminated from other, no

change in Title I 64.3 .195' 9, 5, 4, 3, 6.Students added to,other, no change in Title I 80.8 467' 7, 9, 3, 4, 8

'Significant beyond the 001 level, as determined by the chi-square statistic evaluated at 9 degrees of freedom

The predictors are the ten types of (math in lieu of readings instruction
1 Hours with a regular teacher in a group of 21 or more students
2 Hours witty a regular teacher,rn a group of 14-20 students
3 Hours with a regular teacher in a group of 7-13 students
4 HOurs with a regular teacher, individually or in a group of 2.6 students
5 Hours with a special teacher in a group of 7 or more students
6 Hours with a special teacher, inclivoduall or in a group of 2.6 students .
7 Hours with a paid aide or teaching assiVain a group of 2.10 students,
8 Hours with a peer tutor or adult volunteer?"'
9. Hours of independent work using programmed materials

JO Hours of independent work using non-programmed matenals

These groups are identical

In summary, our comparison of students whose CE was discontinued with ular and con-
tinuing CE students indicates that:

Discontinuation of CE results in an overal reductiori in t e amount and cQst of
educational services. CE students generally receive more hours of instruction and
instruction of higher cost than regular students. The hours and costs for instruction for
students terminated from CE are close to those ,for regular students, and considerably
less than those for CE students.

.

Discontinuation of CE results.largeiy in a reduction of those extra services-long
Nesumed to characterize CE prograrn. The services that former CE students get less
of are principally instruction in small groups by special teac=her's, paid aides, and
teaching., assistants. 5.
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CHAPTER 3. ACHIEVEMENT AFTER TERMINATION OF CE

The questions regarding the achievements of students after their CE has been terminated are
the MostimPOrtant questions addressed irrthis report. The preceding discussions of selections,
terminations, continuations, and nonselections, and of concomitant changes in CE services
are important to our understanding of the context in which achievement growth occurs, but
the focus of the report is upon the achievement-level effects of these factors. Specifically,The
following questions aFe addressed: .

Do students who are disqualified because of high achievement maintain their educa-
tional growth?

Do students who lose their CE due to administrative reasons (promotion or loss of
funding) revert to pre-CE levels of growth?

Although these questions are conceptu4lly distrnct, the analytical procedures by which they
were addressed are virtually identical, and so they are addressed together. We will first.study
differences in achievement levels at the end of the school year following CE termination. The
comparisons will indicate hoA, much in need the students remain (both current and terminated
CE attendees) relative to the appropriate achievement levels. Because the achievement levels.
at the spring of the year will show low,achieving students in a poor light*if ther initial levels-
and growth rates are low, we will refine the analysis by comparing groups of Afdents on
growth rates that take initial achievement level into account. Differences in the growth rates
of discontinued students will also be studied for the different CE programs.

As in the previous chapter, all analyses were done separately for reading and math. (The
reader will recall tkat the cr'ean of separate files for reading,and math resultea Consider:
able reduction in sample size in the categories of regular and CE students, as explained in

, Chapter 1 Where the number of observations is smallless than 200--it is becaus' e the en6e
sample had po more observations in the category.) The samples and transition categords in
this chapter are the same ones described earlier. The data used in the analyses of achievement
level may be biased by absenteeism from"( the origintl and make-up testing .The dat.j in the
analyses of growth are more susceptibl to bias, because there were two opportunities,cfall
and spring, for absences to influence the sults..A study of the biasing effects of absenteeism
(Zagorski, Jordan, and Colon, 1979) indica s, however, that we can expect very small biases,
which are likely to make CE students look b ter than they really are. We believe that the size

A and direction of the possible bias are insufficient to alter or even weaken the inferences we
draw from the analyses of this chapter:

ACHIEVEMENT STATUS

Althooh the questions addressed in this chapter were phrased in te?ms of achievement
grova, the goal of'CE is to_bring depriyedAstudents" to the achievement level typical of their
pees's, and it is therefore important to our understanding of the development of achievement
to examine achievement level in this chapter. Posttest achievement levels are compared
across transitiorr groups for year 1 and year 2, separately. Because a student's Standing relative
to the norm provides us with the clearest comparison of 'typical' achievement (the 50th
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percentile being, by definition, equal to the achievement level appropriate for-each grade),
the measures of posttest achievement used are the percentile scores from the spring adminis-

r trations of the (debiased) CTBS.

`Table 3-1 presents the 'year-later' achievement levels for the terminated (prior to year 1) and
comparison groups. It is immediately apparent that the regular students continue to achieve
near the 50th perentile (somewhat higher because the regular studios constitute the popula-
tion minus the CE studentswho are mostly low achievers) and the continuing CE students
achieve at very low levels. One 'year after their CE was discontinued, the former CE. students
still achieve at low levels. Those discontinued because of high achievement have means
Closest to the regular students (but they were apparently in peed of GE to begin with). Students
discontinued because of promotion or because their schools tokt_CE funding remain very low
achievers (means, especially at the lower grades, are based on rather Small samples, so the
:sometimes high means are given little weight in our interpretation).

Table 3-1

Average Reading and Math Percentiles for Spring of Year 1 for Students
Whose Programs Changed, by Grade`

Transition Category Gr.1
_

Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

Reading

Regular students 51 4 53 4 53 9 54.9 53.0 53.4

Sitidents discontinued from CE
Due.to high achievement 47 4 41 1 41 6 35.7 29.8 31 5
Due to promotion 21 7 2E) 1 244 23 7 21.1 24.7
Because school lost funding 26 4 34 3 26 7 27 7 24 8 28.3

Continuing CE stifdents 340 253 239 217 199 208

Math'

Regular students 57 1 51 2 .49 7 51 f 5.1.4 51 2

Students discontinuedfrom CE
Due tp high'achievement 49 2 47 4 40 8 311 36 2 37.9
DiJe to promotion

....
SO 9 21 6 38 4 27 5 28.7 18.9

Because school lost ftinding
. .

3'7.6" 26 2 23 9 t? 27 9 26 4 34 2

Continuing CE students 37 0 26 1 28 9 23 1 23 5 26 6
,..

Numb!rs of students supporting each average are txovoded in Tab* C1, Appendix C

16.13.1der to determine if the differences observed were statistically significabt, analy ses-of-
valance were performed in a grade x transition category factorial design, the results of which

-"are surrynanzed in Table 3-2. The main effect of and the interaction are both significant,
but the effect of the transition category .is much greater than either, clearly supporting the
meaningfulness of the differences observed in Table 3-1'.
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Table 3-2

Summary Table for Analyses of Variance of Spring Year 1 Reading and Math Achievement

..

-

Degrees
of Freedom

Proportion
of Variance
Accounted Mean

for (n2) Square F-Ratio

__

Source

.
Transition Category
Grade
Interaction
Within (error)

. 4
5

.20
9,793

,

.275
.013
.015

.

Reading

370,043
14,030

5,134
550

i
673.3'
25.5'
7.5'

Transition Category
Grade ,

Interaction -

Within (error)

.

-......

.

4

5
20

8,166

.374

.009

.012

Math

233,717
9,644
3,222

653

355.1'
14.8'
4.9'

Stgnificant at of beyond the OS level

In terms of achievenstent level, students who have their CE ter inat,ed because of high
achievement are considerably below regular students, but clearly above CE students. Students
whose CE is terminated for other reasons are much closer to the achievement ley.el of CE
students. Apparently, students who are no longer qualified are snore clearly differentiated
from the CE students than if they were selected by chance, or by the accident of terminated
programs.

Examining/the means for the disqualified students, we see that, with a single exceptior)hey
are all above the 30th percentile. Although there is no hard and fast criterion for deckling
when a student is educationally deprived, it is reasonable to say that students above the 30th
percentile are not seriously educationally deprived. Many of the means of thi terminated
students whose services were not intentionally discontinued (i.e.,. where the .school lost
funding grtheywere promoted our of the program) fall below this mark.

(The corresponding analyses for year 2 are separated by type of program: Title I,other-federal,
and state/local. Mean percentiles appear in Table 3-3 for reading and math. For the Title 1
categories, the difference between means for CE and regular students is easily seen, both for
the sample drawn from schools with CE and for the sample drawn from schools with ter-
minated students. The three terminated groups are not consistently ordered, as they were in
the year 1 data, and the group discontinued due to high achievement ispot as similar to either
group of-regular students as in the previous analysis. With one exception, discontiqued
students have greater means than E students, as they did in the year 1 analysis.

For other-federal an tate/local samples, it was not possible to obtain a sufficient number
'for the analyses fr the schools with terminated students, therefore, only the sample from

. all schools with could be analyzed. (Even this sample yietcted several cells with fewer than
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Table 3-3,
f. c

Average Reading and Math Percentiles for Spring `of Year 2 for Studenti

i Whose Programs Changed, by Funding Source and Grade

Gr.1 Gr.2 .Gr.3 CLIO
.

Gr.5 Gr.6
i

Transition Category' .

. . /1

Regular students .

Students discontinued from Title I
Due to high achievement
Due to promotion
'Because school lost funding -

-
Continuing Tine, I students'

. _
...

*
- it

-
'

34.1
41.3
-:
-

* .. ,
. Readings

-
61_3 63 4 65.0

35.6 41.6 36.8
41.4 34.3 29.8- , - -
24.4 25.6 '17.4

.-

59.6

28.4
32.1-

- 19.;

58.0

30.4
35.6

.. __.

17.0

Students discon ued from Other- Fed .,eral CE
Due to hie', ache ent

.
" 0'..;

. eDue to promotion -
Because school lost fun g ,

Continuing Other-Federal CE students ,

;''
. .

30.
54.9 ,

,,15,7,.0

-

. . -
'

37.4 39i 40.1
65.3 20.5 3,1.3
37.7 S4.5 30.7*- ....,_ -

.
.

.

40.2
. 30.1
42.2

-
-

.

33.2
43 8
56.7..

-
Students'discontinued from State / Local CE

Due to high achievement -
Due to promotiori ' . "
Because school lost furiiiing ,

.. . . ,
,

Continuing State/Local CE students
., .

33.9"
39.3
46 6

..._

/.9 - 40.9 35.7
32.6 37.4 ,,.. 35.9
41.6 37.0 t'v,"1-%4 38.5

- - -

.

.39.9
31.4

.29.7

' 4

42S
56.8
24.9

. _

%I- -

Regular students . /
Students discontinued from Title I

Due to high achievement ,
Due to promotion '
Because scflool lost funding

Continuing Title I students
. , .

:

-
42.1'1.

41.2
41.1

-

Math.

59.2 58.9 56.4'

40.6 41.1 37.3
48.0 48.3 29.9
39.3 45.1 30.1

33.3 4 22.9 8.3

58.5

032.7
22.3
38.5

21.8

(

58.4

35.3
23.7
35.6

31.5

Students discontinued from Other-Federal CE
Due to high achevement
Due to prbmotion -,
Because school lost funding

.
Continuing Other-Federal CE students

.

31/0

21.8

39.1 55.1 47.9
37.0 - 29.8
58.7 471'0 *45.3

- - -

y
24.0
28.9
52.4

-
44.1
48.6
50.0

.

Students discontinued from State/Local CE
bue to high achievement
Due to promotion .

Because school lost funding

Continuing " Statp/Local CE students

56.7-
25.1

41.9 41,8 26.8
50.7 44.0 48.0
47.1 45.8 36.2

. - -
35.2
50.4
33.4

43.1
39.9
31.7

-
M students were selected from schools with terminated CE students, where numencal entries ar'e missing, there were no students because of
sequential sampling procedure Numbers'of students supporting each mean can be found in Table C-2, in Appendix C, and means for groups
of-studeots selected from all CE schools can be found in Table C.3
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10 students, see Table C-3 in Appendix C.) The means for other-federal CE students are usually
slightly larger than the corresponding Title I means, but are nevertheless much smaller thrn
the means for regular students (from schools with CE students). For both other-federal and
state/local, the means of terminated stucints tend to be larger than those of CE students, and
are, in nearly all cases, smaller than the means for 'regular students. The conclusion that can
be drawn from an inspection of the means in Table 3-3 is that, although termination from CE,
for whatever reason, generally happens to low-achieving students, they are not the- lowest-
achieving students. As was pointed out for the year 1 data OT Table 37-1, however, nearly all
means are above the 30th percentile for students in the disqualified category, and so students
whose services are intentionally terminated are generally not the most seriously educationally-
deprived.

The analyses of variance summarized in Table 3-4 for reading and mat} are based on some-
..

what different samples. For Title I, the groups of 'regular and CE students are sampled only
from schools with terminated students but, due to inadequate samplesizes from such schools,
the other federal and state/local analyses are based on groups from all schools with CE.

The results are similar for the two subjects, the only exception being that the grade effect for
the other federal students is significant for reading but not for math. With that single exceptior),
all main effects and interactions are significant. As the relative sizes of the mean squares
indicate, however, the main effect of transition category is much stronger than the main effect
for grade or the interaction, statistically supporting what was seen earlier in the differences
among means in Table 3-3. The biasing effects due to absenteeism or mobility that entered
into these analyses would tend to raise the means (since lower-achieving students would be
missing more frequently), and to raise the lower means more than the higher ones, thus biasing
the analysis toward not finding differences among the groups. These biasing factors therefore
cannot be responsillle for the findings.

ACHIEVEMENT GROWTH

A more direct answer to the question of whether the achievement of former CE students
'reverts' upon termination of CE services requires that we examine the growth of students
whose CE is terminated, in comparison to normal growth (the growth of regular students), and
in comparison to the growth they would have experienced had their CE not ended (as
,estimated by the growth of students continuing in CE). Educationarirowth is measured by the
CTBS vertical scale scores, which were created to reflect growth over time.

tl

Both of these policy- related questions are addressed by the same analytic approach:

Do students who are disqualified because of high achievements maintain theirleduca-
tional growth, and

Do students who lose their CE due to administrative reasons (promotion or loss of
funding) revert-4o pre-CE levels of growth?

A regression equation for posttest on pretest is obtained from each comparison group, and
the coeffcients are then applied to the fall (pretest) scores of the terminated group to generate
an expected value for their spring ("posttest) scores. A type of residualized gain score is then
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,o) Table 3 -4 ° *41

Summary Table for Analyses of Variance of Spring Year 2 Reading and Math Achievement'

Proportion
of Variance

Degrees Accounted Mean
Source of Freedom for (712) Square F-Ratio

111

Title I
Transition Category 3 .389
Giade 5 .019
Interaction 14 ,, .d14
Error (within) 3,668

Other-Federal
Transition Category 4 .136
Grade 5 .013
Interaction . - 19 .023
Error (within) 1,649

' State/LOcal
Transition Category 4 .200
Grade 5 .009
Interaction 19 .022
Error (within) 2,776

Title I
Transition Category 4 .196
Grade 5 .011
Interaction 18 .018
Error (within) ." . 2,719

Other-Federal t.,-.

Transition Category 4 .06
Grade 5 .003
Interaction 17 .002
Error (within) 1,485

State/ Local
Transition Category 4 .113
Grade 5 .015
Interaction . 18 .029
Error (within) ". 2,345

Reading

268;404 475.90*
7,890 13.99f.

'41 2,083 3.69*
564

38,526 56.24*
3,046, 4.45*
1,368 2.00*

685

96,§67 138.32*
3,375 4.82*
2,231 3.18*

700

Math

90,756 133.40*
4,032 5.93*
1,880 2.76*

.680

19,488 24.67*
674 0.85*

1,608 2.94*
780

51,018 66.27*
5,269 6.84*
2,893 3.76*

770

F ratio significant at or beyond the 01 level

, 4
obtained by subtracting this expected score from the observed score for each student in the
terminated ,group. This regression 'captures' the growth rate of the comparison group. Then
we temporarily assume that the terminated group has the same growth rate, apply that rate
to its pretest scores, and see if the result equals the terminated group's actual posttest. If the
predicted result is larger than the actual poshest (negative residual), then the growth rate of
theterminated group has been lower than that of the comparison, group. On the other hand,
if the residual is positive, the growth tate of the terminated group is higher. In principle, a

similar residualized score is obtained for the comparison group in the same way, but the mean
of the residualized scores is, by definition, zero, so need not be computed. The difference
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between the mean residualized score for the 'treatment' group and for the comparison group
therefore reduces to the mean residualized score for the 'treatment' group alone. The statisti-
cal test of the differences is a t-test based on the two samples, ira which the denominator
incorporates the variance, from the comparison group from which the regression coefficients
are obtained and the variance from the terminated group to which the regression coefficients
are applied.

Students no Longer Qualified for CE. Addressing the first of the two questions, our concern
.is whether the students who are taken out of CE because.their achievement levels are too high

Maintain the growth they experienced while they were in a CE program. For such students-
in year 1 we have no data indicating their growth while they were in the program the previous
year,'but we can compare their growth with that of students whose CE was continuous over
the two year's. It 'is imPorta t to recognize that the continuing CE Stud nts are not strictly
comparable to the group ide ified as having achievement levels that justifie terminating their
CE, but they nevertheless prOvide a useful rninftnal baseline, insofar a the growth of the
terminated students should be equal qr greater.

Two independent samples of CE students,were used for the comparisonone from schools
with terminated students and one from the geneFalsample. Although answering the question
does not logically require 'comparison with regular students, it is of interest to determine
whether the growth rate of,the terminatecktuclents compares favorably 4ith 'normal' growth,
and so comparisons. with samples of regular students were included in the analysis. The two
samples of regular students are from schools with terminated students and frOm the general
sample (Note that regular students from the general sample are drawn from all schools in the
SES sample, and so are not strictly comparable to CE students from the general sample, who
necessarily come from only the schools with CE. Unlike the previous analyses of this chapter,
this set of analyses is not affected by this difference between comparison,groups, since no
two comparison groups enter into the analysis.)

The means of the residualized scores are presented in Table 3-5, for both reading and math.
The significance'of the hest, for a criterion (alpha) of .05, is denoted by an asterisk after the

;pearl indicating that the score is further from zero than can be explained by.cbance. The
results of these analyses, like those for year 2 data to be reported next, indicate that the growth

'rate of students disqualified from CE because of high achievement is higher than file growth
rate of students still receiving it (mostly positive 'residualized' means) and i5 lower than the
growth rate of regular students (mostly negative 'residualized' means). The discontinued
reading group lies about halfway betWeen the two growth rates for CE and regular students,
while the dis'tontinti math group is more like the -math CE students than the regular students.

The reader will note that any absenteeism or mobility bias in these analyses would tend, as
in the previous analyses, to make tie lower-achieving groups look better, relatively, than the
higher-achieving groups. The result would again be to work against discovering growth

°disadvantages for the low achievers. It is also reasonable to expect,,that a systematic bias
would occur that would inflate the regression coefficients (since low achievers' growth is
likely slower); this would bias residualized scores negatively, due tOkover-prediction. Consid-
eration of these bias effects would not alter the direction or confidence of the interpretations
In our analyses.
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Table 3-5

Average Residualized Reading and Math Gain-Scores from Year 1. for Students Discontinued
from CE Due 'to High Achievement, by Grade

Group From Which Regression
Model Was Developed* Gr.2

.
Gr.3

.
Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

. .. Reading -,
CE students from schools with terminated students 11 0* 5 7* 4 5 6.4* 5.8*

,E students frdm the general sample 5 2* _ 6 8* 8 6' '2.8 6 1*

Regular students from schools with terminated
students -, -10 6* -3 4* -5 5* -2.5 -4:0*

Regular students from the general sample
.

-8 4* -3 1 -4.4* -3 9* -1.5

Matti

CE students from schools with terminated students 188* 3Q 63 -.1 3
CE students from the general sample 164* 44 8.8* 7.2* 06

Regular students from schools with terminated
students 5,4 -12 3* -13.5* -6 6 -11 3*

Regular students from the general sample.. 1 3 -11,8* 1.5 7 -8 6* -10,6*

Significant at of beyond the 05 levl
'Means have been extracted from the more comprehensive Table C.4, in Appendix C

The same question is addressed through similar analyses of year 2 data. Several factors
combine to make the analyses more complex. First, because of differences in service intensi-
ties, we considered CE programs separately,,b.y funding sdurce: Title I, other-federal, and
state/local. Second, the year 2 growth can also be compared to the growth of the same
students from the previous year, as their own 'control.' In this case, the year 1 data are used
to generate the, regression coefficients, which arethen applied to year 2 data to obtain
residualized scores. (For these analyses, it Was necessary to obtain projected and obtained
scores for spring year 2, compute the difference, and perform a one-sample t-test; since the
two 'groups' are not independent in this analysis.) In such analys,es, it is necessary to assume
that the year 1 growth rate is a reasonable estimate of the ,growth rate that would have
occurred in year 2 if CE had not been terminated. This assumption is_n* eoctlyLaccurate
because the growth rates are larger f6r earlier grades than for any later ones, so the grov'th
of year 1 is an overestimate of the expectation for yeaTT.Atso, stn there are four testing
times, absentee and mobility bias must be greater in this analysis than in'the previous ones.
Unfortunately, there is no acceptable way to determine empirically how well the year 1 data
work as estimates of what would have occurred in year 2 .if selection hacrhot been continued.
Even though there is a group of students wfio were in CE in both years, the discontinued
students dO not constitute an equivalent sample (for example, they tend/to be higher achiev-,
ets), and so the no-change growth curves for one group cannot be held to represent the other.

V**

The means for the ear 2 Ees id to I ized gain scores for disqualified studepts are presented in
Tabl -6. Recall that a positive mean in these tables indicates aiat students in the terminated
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Table 3-6

Average Rekidual Reading and Math Gain Scores-from Year 2 for Students
Discontinued from CE Due to High Achievement, by Grade

Group Fronv,Which Regression
Model Was Developed Gr.. Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

Title I

Title I students from schools with terminated
Reading

students , 6.1... 4.3 18 5Title students from the general sample 3.3 18 1* . 12 0*
Same Title I students from the previous year -5 8* -1.6 -0 2
Regular students from schools with terminated

students -22 0. -6 0* t -13 7*cRegular students from the general sample -21 4* -6 0* -16.2'

Title tudents from schools with terminated
st dent

Title I st dents from the general sample

Same T tle I students from previous year

Regu r-students from sch29Is with terminated
stu nts

Regular tudents fiom the gejeral sample

86 95'
-4 3 23

22 2* 10.8*

ve"
-12.0* -17 1*

-6 2 -18 0*

Math

85
121
10 5*

-14.2*
-14 5*

Other - Federal CE
ow%

Reading
Other-Federal CE students from the general sample 4 8 -6 8 26.5*
,Same Other-Federal E students from the previotis

year 142 -2 9 71
Regular Students from schools with terminated

students -15 6 -11 1 -58Regular students from the general sample -15 3 -10.6 -2 2 I
Math

Other-Federal CE students from the general sample 0.5 26 3*
"Same Other-Federal CE students from the previous

year -0-6 23.1* -13.5
Regular students from Schools with terminated

students -17 9 -0.6 -11 9
Regular students from the general sample -13 1 -1 1 -10.8

3.3 12.3*
4 4 2.3

-7:6* 1.0

-12.4* 0 3
-15 1"-3.2

36 6.2
80* -0.2

-4 0 -7 3

--16 7* -8 6
-14 3* -16.7*

50.51 -41-4

8.5 26.8*

3.2 11 8*
1 6 8.4

31 2..:

group.had a higher growth rate than the group with which they're t eing compared; if the
4mean is negative, the terminated students had a,lower growth rate. What we expect to find
from these. tables is that:

r

GE

th Growth Grciwth
CE stud nts Terminatedstudents

>
Regular students

> .

#
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Table 3-6 (Continued)

State/Local CE
Reading

State/Local CE students from the general sample 4 8 4.3 7'.7 21 7* 28 4*

Same State/Local CE students from the previous year 14 2* -8 2* -8.5' -2.8 6.7

Regular students from schools with terminated
.

students -7 2* -6 3* -12 2* -5 5 7 3

Regular students from the general sample -7.2* -6.5* -8 6* -7 0 3.7

Math

State/Local CE students from the genral sample -10 1 21 6* -2 2 3.5 -1.9

Same State/Local CE students from the previous year 18.2* 14 8* -8.5* -21..9* -8.3

Regular students from schools with terminated
,students -16 8* -7 0 -22 1* -25. * -8.3

Regular students from the general sample -11 3* -8 6* -23.7* -22 * 16 5*

Significan4t or beyond the 05 level
Means hiJe been extracted for the more comprehensive Tables C-5, C-6, and C-7, in Appendix C

0

The residualized scores based on longitudinal data are placed in the center of their sub-tables
bveeen the scores derived from CE students and those derived from regular students, as their
rfek values 4TeNexpeeted to lie between those two sets of scores. As their own control or
comparison group, the terminated students provide a biseline that is somewhat comparable
to the baselines provided by the current CE students, in that both were CE participants at the
time jheir data for the baseline were obtained. The group is also somewhat like the regular
students, however, in that their achievement level was high enough to exit CE status. (It should
also be pointed out that some of these students could properly belong to the CE population,
having obtained high scores through error of measurement. In that case, regression toward
the mean would tend to produce lower achievement scores in year 2, and thus make them
fall below expectation, yielding negative residual scores. The only way to minimize error of
this sort is to use the most valid and reliable tests available, but the regression effect is
important to.consider as we interpret 'scores that fall below expectation.)

Examining the means in Table 3-6, wesee that the Order suggested in the preceding paragraph
does, in fact, appear. Former CE students have higher growth rates than would have
expected if they were like current CE students, but their growth rates are lower than would
have been expected if they were like regular-students. The results of comparing the students
with growth-estimates based on their earlier growth are mixed. The math data are not
consistent across grades. (It seems best not tazttach too much importance to the longitudinal
analyses, given that they are more prone to attrition biases and growth curve irregularities than
the other analyses represented in the table.)

The same Feneral relationship appears for other-federal students also (see Table C-6, Appen-
dix Q, but it is not as clear, due partly to the small samples: (It is important to note that small
samples not only 1educe the statistical precision of estimates, but also call into question.the
representativeness of the observations, since the subsets defined for-these analyses were not
considered in the definition of the original SES sample.) For the state/local analyses, however,
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the sample sizes are a little larger, aid the pattern of the results is a little clearer (see Table
C-7) In general, the data indicate that the growth of students terminated from CE (due to high
achievement) is somewhat greater than that of the students who remain in CE, and consider-
ably less than that of regular students.

A closely related issue of importance to policy makers is the identification of an achievement
level at which students should be removed from a CE program. We might expect, for example,
that the students who score lowest are least ready to be returned to regular wort, and so will
suffer the greatest d rements after termination of their CE serviCest.ln order to determine
Whether post-CE gr wth is different for students of different pre-termination achievement
levels, we blocked thtudents terminate because of highhachievement by their pre-termina-
tion quartile. We then calculated Chang - scores from spring year 1 to spring year 2, sepa-
rately, by spring year 1 achievement quartile. It must be acknowledged at the outset t t such
scores.are susceptible, regression effects; students with either extremely high r extremely
low scoresiitill tend to have larger error components in their scores, and will tend to regress

' toward the mean. This regression effect must be considered as-we examine the change-scores,
but it iS nonetheless worthwhile to examine them.

Table 3-7 contains the means for the four quartiles of former Tiije I and state/local students
:w6ose cE ended because of high achievement. (Standard deviations, sample sizes, and
highest scores in each quartile are provided in Tables C-8 an C-9 of Appendix C.) Several
aspects of these data are noteworthy. Firm, the N's tend to be smaller in the lower quartiles,
reflecting the tendency for more students who were low-achievers in,year 1 -to be absent at
the spring year 2 testing, or no longer enrolled. The worst case (see Table C-8) is in the
fourth-grade Title I reading programs, where the lowest quartile has only about half as many
students as the other three quartiles. The high attrition level in that single cell is associated
with a lower average gain score than is found in the lowest quartiles afifie other grade levels.
We.can infer, therefore, that it is not the low-growth students who are missing, becausegtheir
absence would have raised the resulting gain estimate.

.

As we examine the means, it is apparent that growth (i.e., positive changes), is typical; all the
means in Table 3-7, in fact, are positive. There is, as we expected, a tendency toward higher
scores in the lowest quartile, and lower scores in the highest quartile, as could be caused by
regression toward the mean. The means for the second and third quartiles are between these
two extremes, and are not markedly different from each other. We have not tried to estimate
the size of the i.egressiori effects for these change scores, but it is-well known that all difference
scoies have larger- than -usual error components. For change scores of this kind, large error
variances are generally associated with large regression effects.

Average gain scores associated with state/local CE programs we also gr,esented in Table 3-7.
The means have a more irregular pattern than those for Title 1, likely due to the smaller sample
sizes, but they are similar to the Title I means in most Ways.

SIUDENTS WHO LOS-1**CE STATUS DUE TO NO PROGRAM AT GRADE OR
SCHOOL

The second qUestion at the beginning of this chapter is concerned with what happens to
students who lose their CE status for reasons independent of their achievement growth. While
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Table 3-7

Average Reading and Math Gain Scores, by Previous Year's Achievement Quartiles, for
Studpnts Teminated from CE Due to High Achievement,.by Grade

Quartile*Group Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

Title I Reading

Lowest Quartile 52.1 45.3 28.1 29 1 40.7

Second Quartile 33.3 39.2 33 5 16.6 27.9
Third Quartile 39.0 39.9 33.0 22.2 29.5
Highest Quartile 22.1 29 3 2Z.0 13 1 24.1

... Title I Math

Lowest Quartile 71.8 64.0 55.3 55.1 50.5
Second Quartile 46 7 55.6 42.0 31.5 33.3

Third Quartile 55.0 46.4 42.6 35.5 30.8
Highest Quartile -40a 29.4 34.6 14.5 23.6

State/Local CE Reading

Lowest Quartile 70.0 -9.2 39 0 43.7 60.0
Second Quartile 33.7- 37 1 333 8.4 51.7

Third Quartile 50.5 40.5 27.8 31.1 26.1

Highest Quartile 56.1 24 8 27.5 27.3 17.9
State/Local CE Math r*

Lowest Quartile 55.2 85.2 39.1 .61.1
Secon&Quartile 43.8 66.8 , 48.6 29.0 12.9

Third Quartile 43.3 51.4 33.6 15.9 '28.1
Highest Quartile 45.0 40.1 29.1 9.9 5.0

'Sample sizes for other-federal students, when divided into quartiles, were too serial' to support analyses IN less than LO in each case) Standard
deviations and sample sizes corresponding to the means can be found in Tables C-8 and C-9 in Appendix C,' along with the highest score earned
in each quartile

their CE services have ended, they may not have reached an achievement level that enables
them to return prodUctively to regular services. We have named these instances of CE
discontinuation 'administrative,' and have distinguished two varieties: discontinuation due to
promotion to a grade in whith there is no CE program, and discontinuation because the school
lost its CE funding. (For year 1, these group i were identified through teacher rekpoes, as
described in Chapter 1. The groups for year 2, were inferred thratigh a procedure also
described in Chapter 1.) The questiOn requires that we determine whether these terminated
students are losing whatever advantage they may have gained while participating in CE and
are reverting to the low grovith rates they had prior to participation. These two aspects of the
question can be answered by comparing the growth rates of the terminated students first with
the growth rates of regular students, and then withsthe growth rates of CE students. If we find
that the growth rate of the terminated students isjess than that of the CE students, we can
infer that there is a reversion from the higher CEirate. If the rate of growth is also less than
that of regular students in heed of-CE, then we must conclude that the present rate of growth
is a reversion back to the -low growth rate they had prior to becoming CE students. Out
method of comparison is the same as we used previously, in which we examined the growth
of 'students discontinued due to high achievement.
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IThe first set of analyses is based on data from year 1. The means of residuatized gain scores
(i.e , spring scores with fall scores covaried out) are presented in Table 3-8 for both types of
'administrative' CE termination. Coinpvisons with both samples of regular students show that
the growth rates of the terminated 46dents are lower for reading and in all but two cases for
math. There are a few cases where the growth of the terminated students is even lower than
that for CE students, but in most instances it is higher. These comparisons do not support-the
conjecture, then, that the growth of these terminated students represents a falling off from the
growth they experienced while in a CE program.

Table 3-8

Average Residualized Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year
o lr

1 for Students Promoted to
a Grade with No CE Program and for Those Whose Schools Lost, CE Funding, by Grade

--....." -......
roup From Which Regression .

\ Mbdel Was Developed

to a Grade With No CE Program

CE students from sc.hools with terminated students
CE students from the general sample

Regular stucreits from schools with terminated
-

students
Regular students from the general sample

.,(.

CE students from
-CE students from

Regular students
students

Regular students

schools with terminated students
the general sample

from schools with terminated

from the general sample

Schools.Lost CE Funding

CE students tram schools with terminated students
CE students from the general sample

Regular students from schools wig) terminated
students q

Regular students from the general sample

CE students from schools-with terminated students
CF students from the general sample

-Regular students from schools with terminated
students .

Regular students from the general sample

Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 , Gr.6
a.

Reading

3 0 2 0 -1 2 -1 4 '14 3
22 1 3 22 -43 4.0I

-87 -29 -87" -66' -132'
-7 4 -3 2 -7 2* -8.5" -10 41

Math
b

-49 33 3.7 45 -11 9'
-23 43 107 96 -10.8*

-11 4 -11 9* -9 6 -0 5 -19 2*
-14 1 -11 0* -0 8 -3 3 -18 9*

Reading

51 24 -49 6 1 4.5
b4 18 -10 3 1 4.8

-142' -29 -141' 04 --4.6
-12 3* -3 2 -12 9' -1 5 -1.8

Math
f ,

23 -44 31 -1 6 109
- 40 -42 52 32 i 117'

1-5 -19 9' -16 3' 7 2 4.4
-8 4 -17 5" -8 1' -9 9' 4.7

Significant at or beyond the 05 level . .
'**Means have been extracted from the more comprehensive Tables C-10 and C-11, in Appendix C

1.
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For'year ethe comparisons,,are carried out separately for Title 1, other-federal, and state/lo-
cal programs with the'resiciva' lized scores deriyed in the same way as before.

Table 3-9 presents the mean gain scores for students whose CE services were ended because
they were promoted into a grade that did not have CE. The terminated Title 1 siadents in

Table 3-9
-

perage Residualized Reading. and Math Gain Scores from Year 2 for Students Who Lost CE
Services Because of Promotion, by Grade

Group F m Which ,Regression
Mode Was Developed* Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

Title I

Title r students from schools with terminated students 92, 10

Reading

124' 63 85
Title I students from the general sample 4 7 3 3 7 1 -0 5

Sarre Title I students trom the previous year -43 6* 13 8' -3 8 -2 0 -9 6*
Regustudents from schools with terminated

stu is . -22 6* 6 8 . -19 3* -11 9' -5 6
Regular students irom.the general sample -21 0* 4 0 -15 Et" -14.2* -9.2'

Math
Title I students from schools with terminated students 4 6 4 1 3 6 -13 4 -17 6r.

. Tale I students from the general sample -15 7* -2 8 7 9 -9.5 -18 1*"

Same Title I students from the previous year - -18 2" -11.1 4 7 -14.4/ -4 3
Regular students from schools with terminated

students -22 3* -22 8* -14 9'. -32 8" -26 7*
Regular students from the general sample -19 5* -22 7* -16 3* -30.6' -34.7'

Other- Federa)Other-Federaj CE
Reading

Other-Federal CE students from the general sample 41 5 -2 3 12.7 25 0 '7.8

Same Other-Federal CE students from the preyious
year 31 9

,

27.0 5 2 -14 3 -20.0
Regular students from schools with terminated

students
,

.17 5 10.9*
.

-10 2 -11.3 -11 2
Regular stJdents from the general sample , 19 0 ° ... 5.5 -6 7 -13.8 -15 0*

' .
Math

. . .
Other-Feder1 al CE students from the general sample -5 0 -8.1 41.3'
Same Other-Federal CE students from the previous

year 8.4 -11 2 10.7

Regular, students from schools with terMmated
students -26 7*

k.

-25 7* -18.3* 18.2
Regular students from the general sample -22 6* ',-26 5' -16 1 10.0
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Table 3-9 (Continued)

3

,State/Local CE
Reading 0

State/Local CE students from the general sample -3 0 5 8 13 3' 20 4* 38.0'

Same State/Local CE students fro the previous year -6 3 -9 2 5 7 -5.3 -9 6

Regular students from schools with terminated t
students ; -14 6 -3 3 -6 9 2 2 12.8

Regular students from the general sample -14 9 -4 8 -3.3' -0 8 8.9
_

° Math

State/Local CE students from thIIIIPneral sample , 9 4 5 2 6 5 22 1 13 6

Same State/Local CE students from the previous year 23 6' -2 1 21 0' -21 1 2.4.0

Regular students from schools with terminated
students 3.1 -18 7' -5 1 -9 9 4.4

Regular students from the general sample 8 5 -19 0' -4 7 -6.6 -3.6

'Significant at or beyond the 05 level
Means have been extracted from the more comprehensive Tables C -12, C-13, and C-14, in Appendix C

reading have growth rates higher than the continuing CE students, lower than growth rtes
in the previous year, and lower than the regular students. In math the comparisons are
generally similar. With some exceptions, these findings are replicated with the students
discontinued'from the Other CE programs.

The mean gain scores for the students in schools that lost CE programs are presented in Table
3-10. In general, these students' means are higher than those predicted from the continuing
CE students, and always lower than those predicted from regular students or from their own
growth the previous year. Although the nature of the longitudinal gr wtll curve with the scaled
scores (prbgressively decelerating) could be expected to bias the omparisons to be negative
when growth is based on that from the previous year, especiall in the lower grades, the bias
is not sufficient to misguide our conclusions.

The evidence is obt particularlistrong that there is a decrement in growth after loss of CE.
The proper interpretation of this finding is not clear. It is equally plausible to conclude that
CE protoided little or no help in the first phase, or that the growth rate it established was
successfully maintained by students who were terminated 'accidentally.' Data from Report
#10 (Wang et al., 1979), indicating that CE has only slight positive effects, does not help to
resolve the issue. The year 2 data does'not contradict the conclusions drawn from the year
1 data, then. While the students terminated from CE are, in fact, accumulating an educational
deficit, there is ho consistent evidence that they are worse off than their peers who arm CE
students during' the same time, or than they themselves were the preceding year. There is,
therefore, .no evidence that discontinuation of CE services has a negative impact on the
achievement growth of students.

SUMMAI31*'..

To sumnprize this chapter, we first inspected the end-of-year achievement levels of students
who were and were not terminated from CE programs, in order to learn how educationally
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4. . - .i ..' -. Table 3-10 .
° ,vkierage Residualized Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year2 for Students,WhO t'ost L'E

y Services Because Their Sthottis.i.dit CE Funding, by Grad -

Group From Which Regression ,, '
'Model Was Developed' Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

_ ..

/ Title l
.

. 7

Title 1 students from schools with terminated students
Title I students from the general sample i
Same -Title I students from the previous year ''
Regular students from schools with t naied

, students ,A.
Regular studeTits from the general sample -,

,

; 12 8 26 6'
2 2 -19 4'

29 V 22 0

-5 9 0 1
0 Er,: -1 V

Math
-5 6
-1 7

-21 7'

-26 4'
-27 2'

44
9 9

16 4'

-0 8

-12 1 :
-9 4

9

4 8

0 6

-3 7
-11 8'

Other-Federal CE 1

. . .

Other - Federal CE students prom the general samoJe

Same Other-Federal CE students rrom the p'retous
,ear

Regular students rrom schodl,s.,voth terminated
students s

Regular students rrom theegeneral saAiple .

4

Other-Federal CE students trom the general sample

Same Other-Federal CE' students from the prlous
year .

Regular students froArhoals vith,term najed s

students
Regular students from the-general sample ,

.

.

- ..

.

5 6 1 4

-3 8 -15 9'

-.44 2' --7 9'
-13,1 -5 7*
24 2 18 5

..

26 8 0 6

-3 5 -8 5
45 7 -8 9

Reading

8 8

38

ap

.-15 6'
-12 3'

Math

-
-24 7 --.

-34 3'
732 2'

43 0

-2 2

-8 8
-10 0

23 4

'
12 8

-f9
6 5

29 7

41

0 5
-3 5

.

32 9'

-3 5

-3 6 -

,711 9

,......

State /Local CE ,
'

StateAocal CE students from the general.sample.
,

Same State/ Local CE,students from the previousyear

Regular students from schools with`terminated
students

Regular students trom tbe general sample .-

b.
. . y.

State/Local*CE students from the general samp e
. .

Same State/ Local CE students from the previous
vear

-

Regular students from schools with terminated 4
students .

Regular students from the general sample

..,

.

,

-0 4 =1 3

-10 6' -6 0*

-13 0', ,ir 3'
-12 5' -12 0'.

0 6 2 2

.

6 9 -12 0
.

-5 0 -22 3
0.2 -22 7

Reading

14 3*

16 4'

-5.5
-2 0 -

'Math

.
8 8

22 2'

-,8 6
. -9 5`

-ri..

11'5'

-1 5

--7 6'
-l0 54 .

15 2

, , ..,

-1 7

-10 5'
-8 2

t6.0

9 2

,

-1 7
-5 1

8.8

-

16 8'

-1 2
-9 2 .

Srgruficant at Or.bevOnd the 05 level
Means have been extracted from the more comprehensive Tables C-15, C-16, and C-17 in Appenck C

No school lost its ride I reading program
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needy the terminated students were. In general, we found them to have lower achievement
le'Vels than regular students, but higher levels than continuing CE students. Among the students
whose CE services ended, those disqualified because of high achievement exhibited achieve-
ment levels higher than other discontinued students, but still lower than those for regular
students When the end-of-Year achievement percentiles are averaged over all grades and
subjects, the averages are: . 7

a

Regular students 52'
Discontinued due to high achievenfeint 38
Discontinued due to promotion 26
Discontinued because school lost funding 28
Continuing CE students . 26 .i

A .During the year after CE is ended, we can inspect students' growth rates to find out if those
terminated students are maintaining their educational growth or are reverting to previous low
rates In Table 3-11 below, the growth rates of the discontinued students are compared with
those of three different comparison standards.

Table 3-11

Comparisons of the Growth Rates of Discontinued Students to Three Standards

Haw Do the Actual Growth Rates of Terminated Students
, Compare tQ the Rates of:

Reason for Students Regular The Same Terminated
Termination Continuing in Students judged Students in

of CE That CE Program to Need CE The Previous Year

Title I Reading .
High achievement Higher Lower Lower
Promotion Hrgher Lower Lower
School lost funding .

Title I Math,
4.

High achievement v., Higher Lower . Higher
Promotion Lower . Lower Lower
School lost funding Higher Lower Higher

Other-Federal Reading CE ...
High acilievement Higher Higher ,Higher
Promotion . Lower
School lost funding Lower Lower-

Other-Federal Math CE
High achievement Higher Higher
Promotion Higher ., Lower .
School lost funding Higher Lower

State/local Reading CE
High achievement Higher Lower . Lower
Prtmotion . Higher
Schel.lost funding Higher Lower

State/Local Math CE
High achievement Higher Lower Lower
Promotion : Lower Higher
School lost funding Lower Lower Higher

" Note mdicates that the corbparhort rs ,nconcluscrt becatise there were no means to compare there were no differences that were statistically
-significant, or the differences balanced out so no conclusion could be Orawn .. .

49 i ?

....1...06.

..,



1
We can conclude that terming ion of CE services is not the unfair disaster that many hav'e

i
feared. In terms of achievement\ growth, the terminated students learn pretty much as would
be expected of them, regardles 'of prior or current participation in a CE program:
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CHAPTER 4. EFFECTS OF INSTRUCTION ON GROWTH

The findings of the preceding Chapter suggest that students whose CE is discontinued do, not
fall behind the achievement growth rate of those whose CE is continued, even if discontinua:
tion is due to outside factors, rather than to a decision that the students are ready for the
mainstream.

One plausible interpretation of thii finding is that growth rates, once established by CE
services, tend to be maintained after those services are discontinued, i.e., that CE services
have'a sustained effect. It is also possible that some students whose CE is terminated receive
somewhat different treatment than regular students; although their services (as analyzed in
Chapter 21' resembled those of regular students, they were not ideritical to them. If there are,
in fact, identifiable. differences i specific services provided to some of the chscontinued

-students, then'it is useful to dete mine wh: her any of these services are more effective than
others in promoting achievemen, growt . In this chapter we'search for those effective ser-
vices, if they exist in current pr s, by addressing the question:

What procedures are effec 'ye for maintaining growth when CE is dis ontinued?

The measures of edueational growth us :d are the CTBS Vertical-Scale Scores for reading and
for math, as in the preceding chapter. Notice that the question above deals not with discon-
tinuation of CE servicesbut with discontinuation of selection for them (see Chapter 1 for a
discussion of this important distinction). As the analyses in Chapter 2 indicated, the students
whose selection status is. discontinued in year 1 receive fewer services than those who remaifi
in CE programs Ias discontinuaticin of special services would lead tis, to expect); this is also
true of Title .1 students in year For purposes of policy- and decision-making, we want to
learn which of the services that are still received are most effective in producing achievement
growth.

The purpose of these analyses is to examine the relationships between the educatiorlal
experiences and services to which terminated CE students are exposed after termination, and
their subsequent achievement levels. This relationship is examined by regressing the CTBS
reading measure on measures of services and experiences iri reading instruction, and the CTBS
math measure on the corresponding measures of math services and experiences. The meas-
ures of achievement growth are first derived by regressing the spring Vertical-Scale Score on

, 'the fall score, and employing the difference between the observed and the predicted scores
as a residuAlized-gain score; which is then regressed on the service measures. The measures
of types 4,f instruction described in Chapter 2 will also be used in one set of analyses,
supplemented by four composite measures. The composites are briefly described below.

Summer' Re47ding (Math) Experience. An index based on the unweighted
sum of each \tudent's responses on the Summer Activity Slipsheet on the
amount of read* (math) instruction received in summer schocil, and on
the numbers a ds of books read cilfring the summer (books read
were not inclu the math' measure).
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Summer Intellectual Experience. An index based on the unweighted
sum of each student's responses on the Summer Activity Slipsheet on the
total amount of organized and focused intellectual (academic-like)
experience during the summer. This index is most heavily weighted with
attendance at summer school, but also has leisure-time intellectual ,
activities as components.

' Teacher Experience and Training. A composite index forrrfed for each
teacher, based on responses to the Teacher Questionnaire. For the

Je`ading jndex, any general preparation items for teaching reading are
included, such as hours of college-level courses, inservice training, etc.
For math, items about preparation for.the teach' og of math are included.
For each student, the indexes for each rediRc and math teacher that
instructed the student were averaged to provide.an average index for the
training and experience of his/her-hypothetical reading teacher and
hypothetical math teacher. -

Individualization of Instruction; A composite index based on the
teachers' responses on the Teacher Questionnaire. All reading teachers-
responded to items on readin .4/1 ttiiction and all math teachers
responded to items on -instruction; The score assigned to each
student was obtaii* y averaging The indexes for each teacher
instructing that student, and scores for reading and math were calailated
separately.

These four composites were joined by the ten service components (from Chapter 2) to form
a set of fou een service items for each subject. In the analyses labeled 'Service Items as
Predierrrr the following variables were used to predict the residualized gain scores (reading
predictors for reading gain-scoreS and parallel math predicators for math gain scores):

Hour's of (subject) with a regular teacher in a group of 21. or more students.

Hours of (subject) witVa regular teacher in a group of 14 to 20 students.

Hours of (subject) with a regular teacher in a group of 7 to 13 students.

Hours of.(subject) with a regular teacher individually or in a group of 2 to 6 students.

HoursL'of (subject) with a special teacher ip a group of 7 or more students.

Hours of (subject) with a special teacher individually or in a group of 2 to 6 "students.

Hours of (subject) with a paid aide or teaching assistant in a group of 2 to 10 students.

Hours of (subject) with a peer tutoror adult. volunteer.

Hours of independent work in (subject) using programmed materials.

Hours of independent work in (subject) using non-programmed materials.

Summer (subject) experience.

Summer intellectual experience.
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Teacher experience and training in (subject).

Individualization of instruction in (subject).

Because there are inter-dependencXs among the 14 items, and because we wanted to
consider the effects of the cost-weighted sum of the services, the analyses were repeated using
only summary-like composite data of more general interest.

In the analyses labeled 'Service Composites as Predictors' the following variables were used
to predict the residualized gain scores (reading predictors for reading gain scores and parallel
math predictors for math gain scores):

Total hours of instruction in (subject) offered to student.

Cost of total resources offered to student.

'Summer (subject) experience.

Summer intellectual experience.

The first variable in this list is the sum of the first ten variables in the previous list of predictors,
separately for reading and for math. The second variable is a cost-weighted measure, used
in these analyses to reflect _the intensity Of instruction offered. fihe cost-weighted measure
does not reflect actual expenditures, but reduces services toa standard metric so that different
kinds of services can be aggregated meaningfully in terms of their resource costs (see Haggart
et al., 1978).

PREDICTION OF THE-ACHIEVEMENT GFi-AWTH OF FORMER CE STUDENTS

In order to learn which services were most efficacious as components of programs for the
students whose CE had ended, we employed Multiple-regression analysis, and searched for
the services that made significant contributions to the prediction of the students' achievement
growth. Regression analyses were separately completed for each grade, for reading and for
math and, where possible, for CE programs funded from different sources. For each of these
regressions, one analysis was completed based ,)r) the items as predictors, and another on
the composites as predictors. In addition, each analysis was performed on data from year 1
and on data kom year,2,,

Because of the large numbers of variables in these analyses, there are more cases where values
for one or more variables are missing. For example, a student with the necessary CTBS scores
but missing a Summer Activity Slipsheetwould not.be included. The. analyses are there-
fore particularly susceptible to attrition due to absence df transfer dr students, and are subject
to the biases introduced by those kinds of attritioilthe ligitof bias that might be introduced
would be expected to raise mean achievement I; we might also infer that achievement,
growth would be generally raised as well, but there is rio basis for expecting the amount of
association between services and growth to'be biased in any particular direction.

IP

, .

Analyses were also considered in which -the CE termination categories of yea 1 ould be
used to analyze the effects of services over the two years of growth. So'me, drawbacks to this
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approach led us to abandon it, however. The critical draw ack was the rapid proliferation
of combinations of termination and reinstatement between nd among the funding sources
and reading and math. Using such unique groups for analys s would have.resulted in many
analyses based on very small saMple%, from which we wou d not have learned very much
by way4 of answers to our questions.

The results of the 230" separate regressiorranalyses indicate that the service variables do riot
redia achievemerft growth with a very high degree of aCcuiacy. This is true for all grades,

bOth subjects, bothyears,endfor all termination categories. T e significant pre ittors in each
dialysis, along with the per-tentagedf aghievement varianc they account , are-provided
in TablesD-14through D-8, in Appendix D. The amounts o varianceaccounted for by the
redictor variables (i.e., the proportion of the remaining va iaitce-accounted for after the

pr t has beep parpled out of the posttest, when the othe predictors are entered into a
stepwi' e ression e ition) is not large. Most variables n ver account for more than 5
percent o van,a ft the residualized gain scores. , ..

. .
The r'ults of the regrusi. n analyses are summarized in Table 4-1, w the significant
predictirs have MerelyW.en counted .'ind summed over grades. Within e h subject and
ierminit,ioti category, each variableiad the opportUnity to make 20 significant contributions
(i.e , if variable were allays si nlfitant in a subje t and termination category, its entry would
usually be 20). The fact that fe rariables eve reach significance with one-trall of the
frequency possible overall, illust tes quite clea ly the lack of any strong consistency of
predictive powers of the service'variables. 'At beS we can draw the folloWing Weak conclu-
sions: 1))) .

,

.,

. ' .4Instruction by special' teachers-40 small groups and individualizatioof instruction
most frequently predict the readiriji growth of students terminal from CE due to high
achievement. Small-group' instruction by regular teachers:mot frequently predicts

.,..-,

math growth for Such students. -
:4' .. sa

Small-group instruction by. regular teachers and instructi by tutei-s or adult volun-
teers' frequently predict reeding growth of students inate from CE due to
promotion to grade with no CFProgthm. Instruction by regul;p teach rs in medium
sized groups most frequently predictS math growth fbr these Students

2 ,

Teachers' experience and traipiniMost frequently predicts reading growth of students
N. 'terminated from CE because their schools lost funding. Instruction by regular teachers

in small groups most frequently predicts math growth for these students. , ,

The cost-weighted omposite, which empfOsizes'individual instruction and instrtic:
. tion in small groLfs, is.the most frequent mposite predictor of growth for all

. termination categories and forbot'h subjects. I

Table 4-2 (extracted from Tables D-9 through D'12, in Appendix Drpresents\kequencies of'?
each prediCtor's significant contributions to the prediction of growth:separatelyfor reading
and math, for students who were at four differerit achievement levels wheri services Were
terminated. The analyses from whicki-the counts in Table 4-2 com represent an attempt \to
find kinds of setvices that are especially effective at each level of achievement. At each grade._
level, the students disepalified from CE due to high achieVerrtnt for Title I and state/local CE

. . (4

54

82 eV



sc

. .
,. -:..----- ' ..,

Number of Times Each Predictor Made a Significant Contribution to the Prediction of Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of
Studertts Terminated,from CE Programs, gummed over the Duration of the Study and. Differently Funded CE Programs

4-

Table 4-1
4.4

,

N..

"

PredictorWariables

Discontinued
Due to High Achleyement

Discontinued
.Due to Promotion

e it
Discontinued* °

Beeause'School Lost Funding

'Reading Math Reading Math Reading Math -

Service Items ,' a
Rega0ar teacher, 21+ students' 1 0 _ 0 2 .1

Regular teacher, 14-20 students 4 1 1 3 -2 3

Regi.ilar teacher, 7-13 students 2 2 2 1 1 " o
Regular'teacher, 1-6 students 2 4 3 2 4

Specitl teacher, 7-1- students - 5 2 2 1 0 0

SpeciaTteacher,.1.6 students , 1 3 1 0 2 - 1.
Aides/Assistants, 2-10 students 3 2 2 2 0 , 1

Tutor or adult volunteer 4 3 3 0 X....2 , . - 3

Independent,:p.rogrammeid materials, .1 2 1 1 "0 3, ,

Independent, non-programmed materials 4 2 1 1 2 3

Summer (subject) experience 1 0 2 1 2

Summer intellectual experience
Teacher experience and training

2

4

0
3

1

2

0
2.---\

1

3

1'
2 ,

Individualization of instructiop 0 1 2 2 2 1

Service Composites - .

'Hours of instruction offered 0 2 0 1"- 2 2
Cost of hoUrs of instruction offered 4 4

'
2 CI 3 .

Sumrffer (subject) experiece, 0 0 0 1 2 2

Summer intellectual experience 2' 1 1 0 1' 2
.
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Table.4-2

Number of Times Each Predictor Made a Significant Contribution4to the Prediction of Achievement Growth for Students Terminatedfrom CE Due to High Achivement? by Quartile of Previous Year's Achievement

-
Predictor Variables

Previous Spring's Reading Quartile

Lo,west
N46-

ServiceItems
Regular. teacher, 211- students
Regular teacher, .14-20 student*.
Regular teacher, 7-11students
'Regular teactier, 1-6 students
Special teacher, 7+ students
Spt5rsial teacher, 1-6 students

. Aides/assistants, 2-10 students
Tutor or adult volunteer
Independent, programmed materials
tridepenclgrit, nan-programmed materials
Summer ("subject), experience ,

' Sumnier intellectual experience,
leacher experience ,"nd traiDing

pf instruction

. 0
0
1

9
1

O L.-..41-

0. 0 (
0
1

0.
O.
0
1

..

t.Iry -

SPi lice Composites
Hours of instruction offered 0 -
Cost otthours of nstruction offered 2

Summen(sbbLect);eVerience 1.
-1Summer intellettual experienq 1

Previ4s Spring's Math Quartile
Second Third' _. Highest 'Lowest Second Third

1

1

0
1

2

1

0

1'4°0
0
0 .

( 1

1

1

0
3

0
1

1

"0
0
2

0 ,

0
0
1

s2
1-

q

'

0
1

2

0
1

1

1

1

1

0
0
3

1

3

1

0r
0
1

0
0

. 0
0
0

.0
0
2

0

%.

,

1

0
3

1

1

0
.
.

1

1

1

2

1

1

0

1

0
/ 0

1

_ 0 -.

-___ 0 '
1

1 `

0
0
0
0rt

"0
2

1

0

."- 0
2

.1.4.

..--ir. ,

1

1

0
2

1

0
0
0

.. 1

1

1

0

2

1

1

0.
.;.

, t

Highest
O

1

1

0
0

C

4
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(the're were not enough observations for othel-federal CE) were divided into quartiles on the
basis of achievement level at the spring of year 41, and regression analyses were completed
for each quartile separately. The hope,Atf course, was 'that the inconsistencies in Table 4-1
would disappear when we predicted 'achievement growth for homogenous -groups of stu-

...dents. We can see, by coming the columns of Table 4-2, that there are no outstanding, differences in the patterns of numbers. The creation of groups of terminated students, homo-
geneous Fri achievement, does riot improve our ability to predict growth or the consis:
t&icy of the prediction equations

; PREDICTION OF TH,E ACHIEVEMENT GROWTH OF FORMER CE STUDENTS, '-
CONSIDERING THEIR GROWTH IN THE PREVIOUS YEAR

Finally, we attempted to refine our analyses another way, by partialing out.of the posttest
score, not only the pretest, but also a raw-differenclPgrowth score for-year 1,; This approach
is the regressiOn equivaleilt of the procedure' of blocking students on their year 1 achievement .growth idorder to determine whether 'correcting' for this pre-termination measure would lead
to a more sensitive detection of effective services. As in the blocking approach, we could base
our analyses only on those students who were in the study both years, so sample sizes are '
similarly reduced The'findings reported in Tables,0-1 3 thfough D-1 8, in Appendix D, parallel-
ing in content Tables D-3 through D-8, are discouragingly similar..Proportions of variance.'
accounted for are usually very small and inconsistent over irade, funding'source, and reasons
for discontinuation Thoseqrroportions that are large are based on small samples, arid so
should not be generalized ov:even discussed.

SUMMARY "t

In summary, none of the instructional services measured are consistently effective lamaintain-
ing student growth after CE services are terminated. Lest this finding be used too extegreT;
in inferring general principle, several limitations on thii....part of the study should be kept inmind.

The services that were quantified may nqt constitute the conc'ep'tual breakdown of
services that would be most .4nsitive to instructional quality (although-this breakdown'
constitutes the finest-grained -analysis available fpr a data base of this kind Znci size).

Only existing conditions were examined. Had we studied a number.of effective
programs specifically designed to maintain student groWth after CE, we might have
had more-positive and consistent findings.

The instructional 'services ;,judiecroccur in various contexts and combinations; to the
extent that services interact, their effects could be hidden frbm any attempt at statisti-
cal dkentaVernene.

.

It is not even particularly desirable that some services be especially superior to others;,
since these students-have been returned to the mainstreanitseems entirely reason=
able and acceptable that all the services provided to them' (and to other regular
students) be about jqually effective in maintaining their growth. (If one or more
services had emerged as superior, their .identification would have been, useful,. of

z--course, for optirefization of their effectiveness.) .

.)
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Although none of the services identified can be concluded to be especially effective, then,
(:(this conclusion is relative rather than absolute, and does not imply that nine of the services .

areeffective, or that ail of them are effective. it merely tells us that we have no basis for
creating maintenance programs emphasizing onelor more orthe service categories over the
others. \ A, e will study these problems over a longer longitudinal time span in a future report,

ii from the SES, in hope that the larger picture will become clearer
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. THE INCIDENCES OF CHANGES IN CE SERVICES

A complete picture of the relationship between reading and math transitionreq(iires that we
examine the extent to which students who change their status in one subject alp change their
statussin the other The cross-tabulation presented in Table A-1 (from which Table was

abstracted) pro:ides the detailed information that is needed The transition categories for math}'
appear in the left margin of the table, along with numerical designations, for brevity, only the
numbers appear at the top of.the table as cc.iiumri designations The transition categories for
each funded program include three sub-categories of discontilhued students participants in 1

both years, new participants, and regular students Each row` of the tabte, then, contains the
numberS of students who fall into each transition category for math. Each column contairrs
the corresponding transition frequencies for reading, and the cells show the numbers of
students in,each cumbidation of changes in reading and math services. The manta diagonal of

,the table shows the numbers of studerits who fall into the same transition category, for the
same funoing source, for both reading and math. It is possible to determine, by examination

' of the table, how mans of the students who were disqualified for, say Title I reading, were
simultaneousls started in some other math CE program

The reader will note that Table A-1 is subdisided into nine sub.tables, where the entire sample
ut students is categorized in each sub-table iSlight variations in the total counts are caused
bs missing data introduced in the editing of the CER responses ) In the upper left-hand
sub-table, the off-diagonal entries indicate numbers of students whose changes in the Title I
programs weren't the same for both reading and math F6or example, row 5, column 1,
indicates the number of students ,1 181 whose Title I reading was discontinued because of high
achievement, but whose Title I math was started, both al, the beginning Year 2.

The other two diagonal sub-tables, 1, the center one and the lower. right-hand one, hold
Jhe corresponding ,nformation for other-federal programs and for state,local programs, re-
specto;eIS The remaining sub-tables are probably of less interest. the lower left-hand sub-
table, for e/ample, has diagonal entries that show the correspondence between state/ local,
CE math changes and Title I reading changes, and its off-diagonal entries show the lack of
agreement between the two. TheTutal rows and columns give the frequencies for the changes
fos readd.math,: respeVively,

.Table. N.1 p6isides'the Dumber of students who change CE status when the changes involve
both reading and math. It IS more likely, however, that a student may be discontinued from
one reading C,E program and be promoted into a grade served by a different CE program. In
such cases, the educational continuity may be maintained, but the,program is 'picked up' by .17
another CE funding source Table A-2, from which Table 1-2 has been abstracted, provides

stiv numbers of students with changed CE programs within reading and within math.

Of particular interest in the left side of this table lreading)lare the observations in the third
row And the'fourth, fifth:311d sixth columns of the top. two sub-tables. These entries are counts,
of the students who ha(e started in Title I-reading CE and at the same time been dropped

) from otht.r4ederal progi'ams or from states local programs The lower left-hand sub-table may
be read the same way to indiate the number of starts A other-federal reading CE programs

7
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Table A-1 ,r. .
06,

Number of Students witt Changed CE Status in Reading and Math, by CE Funding Source

.

9c2

Funding Source and Title 1 Reading Other-Federal Reading State/local Reading
..

, Transiti&n Category 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total.

Title 1 Math .
1 Actue.-erent too high 941 17 0 259 104 309 1,630 128 55 9 28 16 1,394 1,630 43 21 46 78 135 .1 307 _1,6302 ProMoted out 16 63 0 19 22 7& 196 .2.-1.13,--- 0.--- 0- 3 25 157 195 1 4 3 3 7 177 1953 4o school funding 207 40 0 83 16 37 1%3 6 0 1 10 16 350 383 15 5 0 20 28 315 3834 Continuing an program 149 36 0 2,370 231 176 2,962 2 61 t69 82 20 2,628 2,962 18 23 179 534 231 1,977 2,962
5 Started Yeas 2 118 40 0 851 1 866 664 3,539 26 50 238 10 13 3,202 3.539 157 43 519 171 416 2.233 3.5396 Regular students- 1,342 228 0 1,466 1 920 29 977 34933 213 1841 318 202 674 33,179 34,774 730 211 877 785 2,130 30.041 34,774Total 2 773 424. 0 5.048 4,159 .31 239 43,643 385 354 735 335 764 44910 43,481 964 307 1 624 1,591 2,947 36.050 43.483

. .Other-Federal Math
1 Achievement too high

.
125 0 0 13 23 137 298 272 4 0 6 0 16 298 20 12 8 42 28 188 2982 Promoted out 57 0 0 64 46 . 180 347 a 3 341 0 2 0 1 347 9 0 17 69 114 138 3473 No school funding 1 51 0' 0 192 90 121 454 14 3 421 11 0 5 454 20 68 1 214 49 102- 4544 Continuing in program 37' 1 0 79 3 164 28-4 10- 0 0 263 1 10 284 27 25 46 12 7 167 284 ,5 Stso.cd Year 2 II 8 0 34 26 177 . 264 4 2 0 2 148 111 264 36 14 0 30 42 142 2646 Regular students 2484 415 0 4,666 3 971 30.300 41,836 85 4 314 51 615 40.773 41,842 852 188 1,552 1,224 2,707 35,313 41,836.Total 2 773 424 0 5,048 4,159 31.079 43.483 385 354 73S' 335 764 40,916- 43,489 "964 307 1.624 3,591 2,947 36,050 43.483

-State/local Math .
1 Achievement too high 70 5 0 66 155 272 568 17 10 -18 26 11 486 568 354 4 6 36 12 162 '5682 Promoted out 104 4 0 103 51 i34, 498 2 0 68 4 11 413 498 119 139 0 25 12 203 4983 NO school funding 41 10 0 222 468 t119 990 1 20 2 11 48 908 990 40 6 854 2 i 1 87 4904 Continuing an program 41 16 0 515 133 357 1.062 40 66 190 ,11 17 738 1,062 11, 0 0 985 32 34 1.0625 Started Year 2 230 22 0 4,9 342 1,740 2;753 31 60 226 5 27 2,404 2.753 15 6 ,l 0 229 1.990 513 2,7536 Regular students 2.287 367 0 OA 34010 28,225 37,612 294 198 231 278 650 35.96J 37,612 42S 152 770 314.. 900 35.051 37,612Total 2,773 424 0 5,048 4,159 31,079 43,483 385 354 735 335 764 40.910 43,483 964 307 1,624 1.591 2,447 36,050 43,483

. ,
..

. .
Transition categories are 1- Student discontinued from the C program due to high achievement

2 Student discontinued from the program due to promotion tp a grade wIthout the program in Year 2,
3 Student discontinued from the E program because the school ldst its funding in Year 2.
4 Student selected for the CE ogram in Year 1 and in Year 2,
5 Student newly selected f he CE program in Year 2 (not selected m Year lt.
6 Student not selected f the CE program either in Year 1 or in Year 2

.
.As examples to assist in reading Ihss table, the following are three statements that can be drawn from the table

A Seventy-nine students were selected for Title 1 reading services in both years and for OtherFederalmath CE services in both years
8 Eleven students were selected for Other-Federal reading CE services in both years and weredrscontinued from*Other-Federal math CE services in Year 2 because

their schoolis) lost funding .
-C Five students were discontinued from Title! reading services in Year 2 because they were promoted to a grade that did not have such a program and were also discon-

tinted from State /local math CE services because the)* were duqualdied due to high achievement
Cs.

. .,
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Numbers of Students in Year 2 Samples Terminating, Continuing,, and Starting Reafling and Math CE, by Funding SoUrce

Table A-2

,
Transition

Categories

.
*

Grade
.

Grade

1 2 3 4 5 6 Total* iv 1 2 3 4' 5 6 Total

Title I Programs
1 Achienitnent too high
2. Promoted out
3' No school, funding
4 Continuirig in program

. 5 Started Year 2
6 Regular students..

.

143
0
0

19
56

167

Other-Federal Reading:Programs

55 81 48 5 2,394
1 0, 1 10 412
0 0 0 0 0

63 359. 97 47 4,463
47 100 9 27 3,920

'188, 195 180 628 29,721

, Other-Federal Math Programs

2,773 123 56 10 28 6 1,407
424 0 0 0 1 11 183.

0 0 0, 13 + 0 0 370
5,048 1 60 169 78 6 2,648
4,159 24 49 92 , 1 24 3,349

31,079, , 150 182 170 176 217 33,879

,

1,630
115
383

2,962
3,539

34,774

.
Title I Programs ,

1 Achievement too high
2. Pralhoted out
3* N,school funding
4. Continuing in program

Started Year 25. Sta
6 Regular students

,

.
121

5

°O

100
216
522

'State /Local Reading Programs
i.

. .

53 '62 97 213 2,247
'4 16 . 15 37 347
0 0 0 0 0

35 618 363. 3,68943
167 463 2,72745 5

162 790 '694 1,871 27,040

' . State/Local Math Programs.
2,773 48 39 33 24 157 -.1,309

424 0 4 Ail ", 4 6 178
0 7 3 illfr 6 26 340

. 5,048 17 12 178 508 152 2,095
4,159 135 60 474 92 453 2,325

31,079 341 380 301 428 1,959 31,365

1,630
t95
383,

2,962
3,539

34,774

Other-Federal Prograrris
1 Achievement too high
2 Promoted out
3. No school fUnding.
4 Continuing in program
'5 Started Year 2 `,
6 Regular students ,

i
.

20
10
18
30
14

87'2

State /Local Reading Programs

16 8 48 36 ' 257
2 17 73 114 138

72 f2 210 71 332
28 46 ll 5 215,
14- 54 13 34 . 635' ..,

1' 175 1,467 1,236 2,687 34,473
. -..

, ' --7-Sfale/Loaliciath Programs
.

385 19 2 1 41 26 209
354 7 0 20 65 59 196
735 19 68 -1 191 70 105
335' r 25 A 11 11 13' 220
764 , 9 35 0 23 80 117

40,910 '489 389 957 731 2,505 36,765

298
s 347,

454
284
264

41,836

All'frequencies in the left sub-tables are only for readmg and all in the right sub-tables are only for math
The Oka' number of students is 43. 483, the number of missing observations is 1,025

9 3.
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coinciding with discontinuation from state/local reading CE programs. Examining the.third
column, fourth, fifth, and sixth ,rows, we find the numbers Of students making ,the opposite
program changes The right-hand sub-tables are exactly analogous for math CE programs. It
can be seen that, for both reading and math, shuffling students among different CE programs,
while it occurs, is not a common practice.

'4.---T-he fourth, fifth, and sixth rows and columns in each sub-table form a small matrix that is
of some additional interest. Since our method of identifying the students whose CE status was
discontinued because they were no longer qualified is.inferential, it is reassuring to note that
the nun-iber iri these small sub-matrices are about what we should expect if our inferences
were correct There is very little agreementliadicated by the fourth and fifth rows arid
columris, but a good deal more in the cell where the sixth row and column intersect. That

"is; students are more likely to be disqusalified in two programs simultaneously than they are
to lose their 'selection status sinultaneously because they were promoted to grades with
neither program or because thlwir schools lost both types of CE funding.

We have so far presenledcross-tabulations as not`differentiated by grade, in order to minimize
complexity Table A-3 provides information for year 2 by grade, separately for reading. and
for math It is apparent that the discontinued groups, which are the focal point of this report,
constitute a small minority of the sample, but that there were sufficient numbers to justify
selected analyses.

S(verar phenomena can be seen' underlying thenumbers,in Table A-3. First, fecause the
transition dtegones were created from the Compensatory Education Rosters from year 1 and
year 2, and because we did not study grades lower than grade,l, one would not expect to
find any first-grade students at all Over 600 of the first-grade students were retained for the
secor)d year; but unaccountably some of them were 'promoted out' (this could occur if, for
example, Title I services were not provided to any first-graders in year92, erhaps because
some other prbgram could be used to replac its services), and other e were 'disqualified
because of ,apchievement' (not explainable when i is remembered that these students had been
retained iigrade 14 In reading; no school app arslto have lost Title I progRms, but one or,
more appear to have lost Title I math programs {"other explanation is that the school shifted,
its entire Title I program to reading services in y 2).

Yi
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Table A-3

Numbers of Students Whose Educational Programs Changed, Tabulated Separately by Grade and CE Funding Source

Transjtion Category
Readin/ CE Services Math CE Services

Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6 Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

Title I'
No longer qualified .---

70 603 627 613 442 418 31 352 312 396 300 239Promoted.out 17 .26 55 182 65 79 4 18 11 51 35 77No school funding 0 0 0 0 0 0 16 63 114 63 56 71Continuing in program 144 1,036 1,114 1,040 939 775 46 542 593 682 571 528Started Yegr 2Started
students ,

58
323

1,101
6,393

916
5,952

870
6,007

619
6,388

595.
6,176

65
450

771
7,413

840
6,794

741
6,779

608
6,883

514
6,614.

. Other-Federal CE ''
No longer qualified 11 135 121 25. 51 42 8 123 105 25 18 19Promoted out 1 3 2 228 61 59 1, 3 1 227 60 5,50 No school funding .- 40 154 142 109 147 143 11 55' 63 44 137 144Continuing in prograni 20 115 122 24 16 38 8 102 109 16 11 38Started Year 2 9 175 171 154 161 94 ; 1 30 .41 63 54 75Regular students 526 8,534 8,077 8,140 7,993 7,646 578 8,803 8,316 8,305 8,149 7,691. . ' ..

State/local CE .
No longer qualified 11 192 200 251 177 t33 4 48 94 107 146 169Promoted out 15 65 53 76 45 53 15 123 83 1.59 76 42No choi:51 funding 46 368 381 365 298 166 17 23'7 181 215 217 123Continuing in program 36 342 385 323 ,295 210 25 ' 223 239 228 181 16tStarted Year 2 35 667 537 471 596 641 45 '627 607 438 559 477Regular students

r
464

.
7,482 7,079 7,194 7,018 6,813. 501 7,858 7,431 ,.7.,533 7,250 7,039

A total of 44,508 students are categorized in each of the sub-tables, but there were 865 students with missing data for Title I selection, 1,019 missing data for Other-Federal CE selection, and 1,025 missingdad for State/Local CE selection The.numbers of students,categorized tmeach CE prograrn,tthtn, ts.43,643 for Title I, 43,489 for OtherFederal, and 43,483for Stateaocal
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Table B-1

Average Hours and Costs of Instruction Attended by Students Whose Programs
Changed in Year 1, by Grade

Transition, Category' Gr.1 Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

..

Regular students '
Students terminated due to high

achievement
-. Students terminated due to promotion

'S,tudents terminated because school lost
'funding

CE students -

301

319
251

242/
274

Hours of Reading Instruction ,

287 233 196 179

\
271 238, 207 183
203 244 199 178

262 251 220 217

275 258 231 223

.

162

169
178

174

183

------- ..-

.

Regular students

Students terminated due to high
achievement

Students terminated due to promotion
Students terminated, because school lost

fundihg
.

CE students
'

,

327

339
228

260'

405 .

Resource-Cost of Reading Instruction

322 251 197 170

348 272 233 193
=305 ;263 234 '218

325, 309 748 260
4 v..

435 438 378 403

148

187 C
235

212

319
. .

Regular students
/

Students terminated due tolaigh
; achievement ..
Students terminated due tvromotion
.Students terminated because school lost

funding AL
CE students

.

/

165

156
139

100

179

' Hours of Math Instruction

163 164
_ it

167 169

163 -167 . 166 168
137 146 168 182

. .

149 176 191 166

173, 171,, 232 202

,

162

016 it
174

164

196

.
; .

©

Regglar students
f .

Students terminated due, to high\
achievement ,

Students terminated due to promotion.
Students terminated because school lost

funding-

CE students
o

. .

.

130

121
117

1,

105

240

'

4,.'255

Resource-Cost of Math Instruction

125. 1.25 126 135
,

145 155 4 117
106 110 160 0

129 167 150 15fa

245 325, 335 :

.

122

141
150
,
158

310

'Regular and CE students were sampled only from schools with terminated student;'
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Table 8-2

ti

Average Hours and Costs of In ruction Offered and Attended by Regular and CE Students
i Selected from All Schools with CE in Year 1, by GrAde

Transition Category tr.1 Cr. Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

.

Regular students
CE students s

- Hours of Reading Instruction Offered

322 291 255 212 205 184
314 315 282 252 243 242

.

..-'

Regular students
CE student;

4.4..
Hours of Reading Instruction Attended

302 276 242 201 194 174
291 295 263 234 225 226

i i
Regular students
CE students 11/4

. .

Resource -Cost of Reading Instruction Offerede.
347 316 275 218 200 181

439 480 _ 430 398- 364 348

Regular students
CE students

t

.
Resource -Cast of Reading Instruction Attended

325
,

300 261 207 189 170
407' 450 . 401 371 340 325.

.

Regular students
CE students

.

Hours of Math Instruction Offered

173 1p'8 175 180 179 172
176 180 204, 214 216 192

.

R ular students
CE sttictnts

Hours of Math Instruction Attended
. .

-162 , 168 165 171 169. 162
163 167 ,19Q_.... 200 203' 179

40S

'.,

I
Regular students
CE stdents

.

g

Resource-Cost of Math Instruction Offered

137 149 143 150 157 : 143
210 227 248 285 i 300 236

.

...

Regular students
CE students

Resource-Cost of Math Instruction Attended

128 140 134 _. 142 148 135
194 210 231 266 284 221

.

Heading and format for this table have been maintained in order to facilitate comparisons of data.in'Tables 2-1 and E1-1

4
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i Table B-3

Av sage Hours and Costs of Instruction Received by Title
Changed in Year 2, by Grade I

....

Transition Cateiory,. t.. .. ..

Gr1; r Gr.2 Gr3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.

Regular students

...5tatiolaterminated due to high
aqiievement . i -:

Students terminated due to promotion

Title I students

t ..
291
288.

" Hours of Reading Instruction

283 236 214 202 190

260 229 214 209 194
. 379 266 214 .185 177.

274 -, 242 63 226 250

; /

Regular students ' ,
.

Students terminated due to high .

achieiement
Students terminated due to promotion

Title I students ,

.

.

,

**

345
285

4*
#

i
....

Resource-Cost of Reading Instruction

277 246 204 X190 158

288 '250 .235 246 227
391 ". 325 240 . 200 182

. 0, ..

422 375 404 324 319

0'

4
Regular students

StOdents terminated due to high
achievement .\ ..

Students terminated que to promotion - '
Students terminated because school 'lost

funding "

Title I students
, .

i

''
a

:

-

,.
172
153

155 N.

Hours of Math Instruction..,
160 169 = .168 162 163'
197 179 171 183 168
169 ,146 194 " 158 193

176 , 169 142 146 145

184 170. '212 196 179

,

RegUlar students

Students`terminated due to high
achievement . ,, ,

Students tekninated duejo promotion '
Students tirminated because school lost

funding/

Title I students . .. ' -,

.

-

.
I.

140
97

131

*.

A

.
Resource-Cost of MattInstruction .

130 132 118113 124
fr.

-
190 161 ,J.57 193 156
1 1 1 108 rY76 145 177

i .
'153 194 135 113 124

223., ,148 264 214 217
-

Regular and Titlel studenti were sampled only from schools with terminated students.
**Due to the sequential cfeation of samples, there were no femlining first - graders in schools. with discontinued students who either received Title

I both years or 1.11 neither year
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Table B-4

Discriminant Analyses Between Terminated Students and Comparison Students,
(CE and Regular Students From CE Schools) --Year 1 ,

Groups of Students
"Wo Correctly Canonical First Five Discriminators*
Categorize( Correlation In Rank Order

CE students vs. students terminated
Reading'

Due to high achievement 75.8 > v541" 6, 7, 5, 8, 9
Due to promotion W0.4 , .376* 6, 7, 5, 3, 4

' Because school lost funding 71.3 .376* 6, 7, 5, 10, 1

(All terminated students) 77.3 .548* 6, 7, -55, 4, 10
Regular students vs students terminated , I I,

Due to high achievement'
Due to promotion ,

56.7
58.1

133*
195*

9,
3,

1,

1,

10,
10,

6,
2,

5-
9

Because'school lost funding
(All terminated students)

55.7
57.5 '\-

.153*
,

A

155*
1,

1,`
6,

9,
3,

10,
7,

6,
A
5

40°4 s .

` Math
CE students vs students terminated

Due to high achievement 69 5 .423*, 7, 6,, 5, '1, 9
Due to promotion 79.4 345* 7., 5, 6, 1, 9
Because school lost funding
(All terminated students)

69.6
72.6

307*
469*

7,
7,

6,
6,

10,
5,

5,
1,

9
4

Regular students vs. students terminated
-Due to high achievement

. Due to promotion $
59.8
80

.116* ,

.195*
1',

9,
6,
6,

7,
10,

9,
8,

8

Because school lost funding 7`
(All terminated students) 1

7 .9
58.4

.205*
.148*

9,
9,

1;

6,
t.2,

1,
10,
10,

6
'7

'Significant beyond the 001 level, as determined by the chi-square statistic evalled at 9 degrees of freedom

"The predictors ate the ten types of (reading/math) instruction
1", Flours with a regular teacher in a group of 21 or more students
2 Hours with a regular teacher in a group of 14-20,students
3 Hours with a regular teacher in a grpfip of 7-13 students
4 Hours with a regular teacher, individually or in a group of i6 students
5 Hours with a special teacher ma group of 7 or more students
6 Hours witaii,pecial teacher, individually or in a group of 2.6 students p
7 Hours tA a paid aide or teaching assistant in a group of 2-10 student?
8 Hours with a peer tutor or adult volunteer /
9 Hours of independent work using programmed materials

10 Hours of independent work using non.programmed materials
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, Table C-1

Numbers/of Students Supporting Each Mean in Table 3-1

Transition Category Gr.1 Gr.2 -9r.3 Gr.4 cr.5
\

Gr.6

f Reading

Regulir students \ 541 539 545 `''°' 552 ,<M1 557/

Students discontinued from CE . .
Due to high achievement 189 378 610 465 434 455
Due to promotion 20 31 58 178 152 130'

- Because-school lost funding 17 45 .87 161 90 116

Continuing CE studehts 525 537 541 545100 544 549
'

Math ,.
Regular students 540 555 555 549 558 557

Students discontinued from CE .C,
.

Due to high achievement 112, . 169 201 227 197 251
Due to promition 2Q 31 41 60 93 143
Because school lost funding 1 2 44 44 1 3 7 1 1 1 62

Continuing CE students 524 '529 543 545 521 550

Table C-2 1-

Numbers ofStildents Supporting Each Mean in fable 3-3

Transition Category Gr.1 e Gr.2 Gr.3
c
Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

.Regular students

Students, distontinued from Title I
Due to high achievement
Due to promotion
Because school lost funding 0

Continuing Title I students

.

. ,

0

20
51

0

0

275

408
67
0

145

Reading

278 284

436 359
72 237
5 0

12.6 127

282

303
79
o

98 ...

1
280

287
83

0

71r
.

Students discontinued from 00 r-Federal CE
Due to high achievement
Due to promotion
Because school lost funding

Continuing Other-Federal a students

. .

6
.1
28

o ,

29
-3

91

0

.

(32
90

O .

4

9

38
39

0

19

,33
28

0'

.

28
33
22

0

Students discontinued from State /Local CE
Due to high achievement
Due to promotion

. Because school lost funding

Continuing State/Local CE students _
.

1

.
G-\,_

6
21

0

4)77
22

183

o

' 169
55

219

0

187
66

179

0

. .

80
21

150

0

.

47
17

80

o

72
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Table C-2 (Continued)

Math
Regiilar students 0 281 '272 275 278 281

''Studttlits discontinued from Title I
D e to high achievement
Due to promotion c 16

10
- 73

97
152
76

267
67

176
65

164
66Becabse school lost funding 14 56 88 59 46 66r

_
Continuing Title I students To 45 38 75 43 21

Students discontinued from Other-Federal CE
Due to high achievement 4 27 26 17 1 12Due to promotion

3 0 87 39 31Because school lost funding 4 7 20 16 s 21'
Continuing Othec-Feideral CE Students 0 0 0 0 '0 0

4.;31sicair

Studer is discontinued from State /local CE,
Due to high achievement 3' 83 95 129 75 80Due lo promotion 0 47 65 53 - 8 7Because school lost funding 15 152 79 114 - 127 6)

Continuing State/Local CE students / 0 072 0 0 0 0

students to grade 1 had been retained in that grade from

Average Reading and Math Percentiles
of Comparison Students in All

Year 1

Table C -3

from Spring of Year 2 and Sample Sizes for Groups
CE Schools, by Funding Source and Grade

Transition Category Gni Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Cr 5 Gr.6

Reading
Regular students Mean 57.2 62.2 63.2 57.5 , 56,3N , 0 273 282 278 277 285
Title I styklents Mean 35.1 24.9 21 4 21.5 17.6 18x3N 97 283 285 .291 285 230
Other-Federal CE students Mean '23.7 27.4 38.7 24.6 17.4 32.1

NI* 3 39 31 10
NW`

7 13;
State/Local CE students Mean 42.2 3417 38.2 21 5 17.8 16.5N 22 83 II .76 56 64 37

Math
Regular students' Mean - 54.2 59.4 54.9 54.1 53.8N 0 278 274 275 278 276
Title 1 students Mean 36.8 34.5 26.9 21.4 20.5 24.8

42 189 210 223 171 172
Other-Federal CE students Mean 56.0 39.3 36.0 31.0 , 26.4 26.2N . 5 . 42 42 3 7 18
State/Local CE students 1v1 n 35.3 41 9 31.9 28.3 12.7 14.8

1N1 16 44r 52 46 32 26

'All students in grade 1 had been retained in that grade h\m'Year 1
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Table C-4
y.

*Residualized Reading and Math Gain Stores from Year 1 for-Stude nts Discontinued frim' CE
Due lo High Achievement, by Grade .

.

Group From WhichlRegression d
Model Was Developed

,----......_
. Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4

,,..-

Gr.5 Gr.6

.

Number 9f Students No Longer.Qualifiea
.

.

366 58,

Reading,

451 424 438

CE students from schools
with terminated students

4
CE students from the
general sample

Mean
S D.

Mean
S.D.

10 96*,
30.82

5.19*
30.58

-

5.72*
28 04

6.84'
28.22

4 48
30.77

8462*
30 79

6.43*
31.46'

2 84
31.35

5.79'
27.56

6 10'
27.5Z

.

Regular students from schools
with terminated students

.

Regular, student _from
the general sample

. .

Mean
sp.
Mean
S.D.

-,------

-10 59*
31 19

........-8.41*
N,., 31 02

,

-3.39'
-28,34

-3 b9"
28.25

) -5.49*
31p9

-43*
31 20

-2.54
'31.81

.-3 91
.31.61

_.

-4 01*
27.85

-1152
28.16

.

Number of Students No Longer Qualified

'
162 190

.' Mith

221 191

.
:

243

CE students from schools
with terminated students .

CE students from the
general sample. .

..

Mean
S D .

Mean
S.D.

18.79*
34.66

16.42*
34.47

..

2.97
38.85

4 3,6
38'69

,

1-0.32
37,57

08.75*
37.10'

6.32
43 41

7.23*
42.95

.

-1.29
38.83

0.58
39.50

Regular students from schools
with terminated students

Regular students from the
general simple

..)

Mean
S.D

Mean
S.D

5.38
34.58

1 30
. 34.72

-12.28*
38 21

-11.82*
39 25

.
- 13.52'
37.54

-5.74
37.94

-6.57
'43.61

,

-8.56*
43.38

-11.26*,
38.3, v

-10.60*
38.23

'Significant at or beyond the OS-level

0.

p

S

S

10';
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Table C-5 ,

- Residualized Rioding and Math Gain Scores from Year 2 for Students Discontinued etom
Title t Due to High Achievement,Aby Grade .

car

: .,

Group Froin Which Regression
Model Was Developed

.
i Ar--

..«,

..Gr.2.. Gr.3
-

.

- Gr.4 Gr.5 .Gr.6 ,
.,..L

,
1..

'Number of Students No Longer Qualified"
,, ? a

401 ,433

S,

Reading .

356 301- 4.' '28i-

Title I students from schools Mean
with terminated students

Titre I students from ., Mean
the general sample , S D.

0

,
-

,

6 IA ''4 h
36.93 34A2-

3 31' 4.12'
-3C.48 35 00

e

18.419* 3.31 12 29'
.33 11 31.95 35.41"

4.
12.02* 4 44* 2 34 X

33 50 31.5 *. 35.86

Year 1 students who Mean
are no longer qualified S D
for Title tin Year 2,' .. N

-5.80* -1 64"
33 35. 30 25

378 11,8...4,1

it
si. 1

-0.1;7" -7.55* 0 9.6
27e55 _ 30.91 35 11

338 286 269It

Regular students from schools Mean
with terminated students -. S D

Regular students from Mean
the general sample S D.

. -

-2.1 98* -5 96*
36 76, '34 31

-21.35*--' -g lt*
'96153 34 00

-*13 72* -12:35* 0 29
32 91 33 29, 35 60
. .- A ts :

-J0 15s ' -15 07' -3.22
32 93 ' 32 32 350 '

k.
,,.

Number of Students No Longer Qualified*
. -

170 152

4,
+! J i-e .

tMa
e"

263 170.. 164'
--e. '

Title I students from schools Mean
wrth terminated students S 0

Title I students fm -..' ,M'ean
the general sample I SD,

- 8.60 9 52
38.20 3E30

-4.27, 2.35
37.04' 38 85-

it

-8.54'' 3 57 t 6.15
-38 47 38.70 51.43

12.12' 8.03' -0 15 :=
38 27 38*.48 49.44

Year I stiidents,Ao Mean
are no longer qualified S.CL
for Title I in Year 2 , N

- ....

-

.

.

27.22*10.84'
39.96 3613

157 144

10.45' , = #

4.02 -7'29
34 46 "38.68 42.78,

248 15 157

..,. ,...
Regular students from schools M'ean,
with terminated students - S 0

4

Regular students form - Mean
.general sample si.

.

'

- 12.03' -17.12*
37 04 38,96

- 7-6.22, -17,96*
37 19 38.79

-

-1,02* -1 73.' -8:62
38.16 4 16 49.43

;-414.48* ;--1 30' -16.70::
,38 04 39 --- 49.44

.-
''Signific 4rt at or beyond the 05 level . ,

*The sa ple sizes ire for the number of students upon whom the regression models were imposed In the cases of the sarpj st entS", whereYear 2 data' are imposed onto the Year 1 model, attrition has reduced the numbers slightly, so they are reported separately in them' seetion.of each-sub-table By the sanz token, the t-tests for the means of the same students in Year I and Year 2 gre dependent tests; unlike all the:others which are independent ' - ,
.

\
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Table C-6

Resj4ualized Reading and Math Gain Scores From Year 2 for Students Discontinued from
Other-Federal CE Due lo High Achievement, by_Grade

.
Group From Which Regressicrn

Model Was Developed"" Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 GY.5

.

Gr.6

- -
Number of Students No Longer Qualified"

'

28 33

.

Reading

9 ', 19 8

Other-Federal CE students
from the general sample .

1
. ,..

Mean
S.D

4.82
45 50

-6 80
32.93

26752'
19.75

50.52*
58.10

-0.37
33.00

. <
Year 1 students who are no
longer qualified for Other- .

Federal CE in Year 2 -
Mean
S D.

N

14.22'
42.63
26

-2 89
31 32
32

7 09
16.00

9

8.46
31 57
19

26.77'
16.54
27

Regular students from schools
with terminated students

Regular students from
the general sample

Mean
S D

Mean
.S.D.

'
-15 59

42 99

, -15 27
43 69

-11 06
31 35

-10.60
3144

-5.77
22.99

.,2 20
22 91

3.18 '
35 23

1.61

35 10

11 84'
28.73

8 35
28.82

Number.of Students No Longer Qualified

I

26
1.,

26

Math

17 1

.

12

, .

Other-Federal CE students
from the general sample 1

Mean
S.D.

0.53
59 89,

26,34'
35.66

.

` ` '
-

"31.20*
41.57

Year 1 students who are no
longer qualified for Other-
Federal CE in Year 2

. .

Mean
S.D

N

. -0 62
48.37
24

t
23 06'
31 64
25

-13.50
37.30
16

**

1

31.49
36.83
12

.

gegular students from Schodls -

'with terminated students

Regular students from
y

the general sample

Mean
S.D.

Mean
S.D.

-17 92
52.63

-13 12
'51.59

-0.57
36.68

-1 08
36 08

.

-11.89
25 69

-T0.81
25.75

t ***

.

16.60
50.36

8.5E;

;
5036

Significant at or beyond the 05 level . , .
The sample saes are for the numbers of students upon whom the regression models were imposed In the cases of the same students, where
Year 2 data are imposed onto .the Year 1 morilel, attrition has reduced the numbers slightly, so they are reported separately in the middle
section of each sub-table By the same token, Ihe t-tests for the means of the same students in Year I and 'Gear 2 are dependenttests, unlike

all the others which are independent
" The group on which the regression model should have been computed or the group upon which it was imposed had three or fewer members
"No model was developed for dmgroup Other-Federal CE Students from schools with terminated stadents' because, by the way the grodps

were selected, ,there were no students in this group (see Chapter 1 for exact selection procedures) .

. ,
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Table C -7

Residuatized Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year 2 for Students Discontinued From
, State/Local CE Due to High Achievement, by Grade

Group From Which Regression
Model Was Developed" Gr 2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 , Gr.6

Number of Students No Longer Qualified*: 168 163
4

Reading

187 80 47

State/Local CE stud is
from the general sa ple

Mean
S D

4 79
3724.

4.31
29.19

7 67 ,

32.74
21 68' 28.43*
44.33 * 42 79

Year 1 students w o are no Mean 14 16' -8.23' -8 46* -2.81 6.68
longer qualified for State/ ,S.D 33 34 29.04 30 23 32 37 '47 43
Local CE in Year 2 N 156- 153 167 74 45

Regular students from schools Mean -7 21' -6.27* -12 174 -5 46" 7 34
with terminated, students S D 37 03 30.04 33 00 41 38 44 22

Regular students from Mean -7 21' -6 50' -8 62' -6.99 3.68
the general sample S D 37.20 29.5 33 02 40 90 44.35

. - . Oath

Number of Students No Longer Qualified** 43 52 46
a

32 26

State/Local CE students Mean -10.13 21,60* 1-219 3.50 -1.94
'from the general sample- S D 45 04 3545 35.95 49.48 51.54

Year 1 students who are no Mean 18.23* 14 76' -8.53* - 21.91' -8.33
longer qualified for State/ - S.D. 44.52 4,31 81 32.45' 48.37 45.06
Local CE In Year 2 N 69 85 116 73 76

Regular students from schools Mean -16.77* -7 00 -22.12* -25.52* -8.28
with terminated students S D 42 24 35.53 37.37 3.40 49.96

Regular students from Mean -11.29* -8 55* -23.65* - 22.68' -16.49*
the general sample S.D. 43.91 4t, 32.17 37.50 52.68 50.05

'Siinificant at or beyond the ,05 level.
"The sample sizes are for the numbers of students upon whom the regression models were imposed In the cases of the same students, where

Year 2 data are imposecronto-the Year 1 model, attrition has reduced the numbers slightly, so they are reported separately in the middle section
of each sub-table By the same token, the t-tests for the means of the same students in Year 1 and Year 2 are dependent tests, unlike all the
others which are independent

"'No model was developed for the group 'State/ Local CE Students from schools with terminated students because, by the way the groups were
selected, there were no students In this group (see Chapter 1 foc exact selectiOn procedures)

J,
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Table C-8

Mean Reading and Math Gain Scores from Spring of Year 2 for Students No Longer
Qualified for Title I, by Grade in Year 2 .

Quartile Groups' Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

Lowest Quartile

Second Quartile

.
.

Mean
S D

N
Highest Score

eo

Mdan
. S.D

N
Highest Score

52 12
30.14
68

370

33 32
39 11

103
400

45.31
37.86
g1

415

39.21
34 45
99

437

Reading

28 09
31.61
54

434

33,48
29.30
96

466

29.09
35.16
65

452

16.64
32.72
74

485

40 67
43.77
57

469

27.94
38.77
71 ,

506
Third Quartile

'

Mean 39.03 39.92 432 96 .22.19 29 47
S.D 31 89 31.67 33 82 . 25 17 25.92...

. N 118 105 103 81 74
Highest Score 472 466 500- 511 540

' Highest Quartile
, Mean 22 06 29 28 21.95 13.06 24.09

. S.D. 43.61 33 73 37 12 36 06 33.06
N - 112 138 103 81 82. . Highest Score 490 581 590 $87 687

Lowest Quartile '

Second Quartile

Moan
S.D.

Highest Score

Mean_/
S D

N
Highest Scoret ,QuartileQuartile

/
Mean i
S.D

N _ .

HigheSt(SCore
Highest Quartile \ .

. Mean
..

S.D.
N

Highest Score .

Math

71.82
38.12
34

347

64.03 55.29
45.60 34.86
30 51

399 - 453

55.12
42.81
41 _

476

50.47
58.19
34

513

46.69 55 56 42.00 31.49": 33.26
41.87 .4.10 43.36 35.69 38.09
36 '36 69 41 39

378 433 486 516' 564

54.95 46.40 42.61_ 35.53 30.84
38.36 34.68 37.17 29.38 59.18
44 42 51 34 ' 43

404 459' 506 547 591

It t.
40.93 29.39 34 59 14.48 23.56
31.71 33.71 .36.97 42.26 45.23
56 44 92 54 48
492 , 539 615 642 663

. .. '
s, ,.-..

'Quartile Grnups are based on sprung of Year 1 Vertical-Scale Scores for Students whowere no longer qualified for Title I in Year 2

1.

ett
414,,

1_
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Table C-9

Mean Reading and Math Gain Scores from Spring of Year 2 for Students No Longer
iflualified for State/Local CE, by Grade in Year 2

Quartile Groups Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

Lo West Quartile
Reading

Mean 70 03 49 18 38.98 43 65 60 00
S D. 43 92 38.13 38.64 45.74 70.35
N 34 38 . 42 20 11

Highest Score 366 412 432 452 492
Second Quartile

Mean 33.66 37 11 33.33 8.43 51.67'
S D 34.61 26.54 , 34.86 42 34 25.83

N 44 438 a 51 21 13

Highest Score 396 4410 463 512 534
T4hird Quartile , I'

Mean 50 51 40 49 27 31411 26 14
S D 34 07 29 86 25 60 32 60 25 99

N 45 41 48 19 14

Highest Score 415 , 474 503 548 561

'Highest 'Quartile.
' Mean 56 11 24 76 27.50 27.25 17,92

S D 30 53 22.72 32.18 36.71 32.55
N 45 46, .46. 20 13

Highest Score 490 548 631 699 632

Math
Lowest Quartile

Mean 55.20 85.15 39.10 66 50 61.12
.S.D 55.60 -38 38 22.43 64 31 57 48

l. N 15 20 31 16

. Highest Score 1356 375 431 486 532 '
Second Quartile

Mean 43.75 66.83 48 59 29 00 32.88
S.D 37 19 38.79 38.08 35.03 28.34

N 16 24, '29 19 16.'
Highest Score Y374 420 462 533 583

Third' Quartile i

Mean 43.32 51.42 33.64 15.95 28.09
S.D. 48 80 24.36 37.88 43.56 44.49

N 22 24 28 19 22

Highest Score 417 455 496 573 616
Highest Quartile .

Mean 45 00 40.09 29,12 9.86 5.04
S.D. 37.11 29,97 45.17 51.35 62.02

.. N 20 22 41 21 23
Highest Score 492 539 557 628 694

Qua;tlle Groups are based on spring of Year 1 Vertical-Scale Scores for studentywho were not longer qualified fore tle I in Year 2



Table C-10

Residualized Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year 1 for'Students
Promoted to a Grade,With No Program, by Grade

Group From Which Regression
' Model Was Developed

4...

-,

Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gt.6
.

Reading
Number of Students Promoted** 31 55 167 144 127

4
CE students from schools Mean 3 02 2.02 -1 21 -1 36 -4 28with terminated students . S D . 35.53 19.64 34.78 33 59 33.49
CE students from Mean 2.17 1 30' 2 15 -4 28 -4.03the general sample , S D ' 34.41 19.62 1' .35.57 33 49 33.50 1

Regular students from schools Mean -8,68 -2 89 -8 66' -6. -13 24.with tehipated students S-D 34.31 20 39 35 71 3 7 33.69
Regular students from Mean -7 39 -3 16 -7 24' -8 1' -10 44*the general sample S D. 34 25 20 23 35 88 33 0 33 89

sy
i \ Math

Number of Studebts Promoted" .. . . 30 38 53 ' 88 140----\,

CE sttdents from schools . Meay it -4 90 3 27.. 3 70 4.50 -11 90'with terminated students S.D 36.11 25 30 42 16 5.1.78 4405
CE students from
the general smple .

-

Mean
S.D

, -2 34
36 65

4.26 10 68
25.55 41 60

9.58
51 91

-40.79*
44.41.

Regular students from schools Mean -11 44 -11,87' -9 61 .-0 52
.

-19.23*with terminated students S D. 37 06 25 26 42,12 53 03 440 (
Regular students from . Mean -14.10 -10'97* -00 -3 32, -18,the general sample S.D 37.43 25.22 42,56 52.71 44.3

l
'Significant at or beyond the 05 level

"The sample sizes are for the number of students upon whom the regression models were imposed.
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Table C-ii

Residualizea Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year 1 for Students Who Lost CE Because
Their Schools Lost CE Funding, by Grade

Group From Which Regression
11kgfel Was Developed

,
{ ')

Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

.

Number of Students* '

.

44
.

81

Reading

152 87 113

. .CE-students from schools Mean 5.11 2.38 -4.92 6.13. 4.49
with terminated students S.D 52 29.46 31.77 33.00 26.79/-26

..CE students from Mean 0.44- 1 84 -1.03 3 11 4.75 ,.the general sample . . D 24.60 29 21 31:80 32.27 26.73.
, _ . t

Regular studer)is from schoot Mean -14 23' -2 93 -14 11* 0.37 -4.58with terminat4d students S D 23 95 30 80 32 00 35 53 28 06
Regular studerts, from Mean -12 25' -3 15 -12 93' -1.48 -1 82
the general sample S D 23 96 30 5 32 07 30 28 74

.

. Math
Number of Student's" , -'38 40 131 108 60

CE students from schools Mean -% 2.29 -4 40 -3.06 -1.61 10.89
with terminated students S.D 28 49 30.25 35.12 43.79 36.41
CE students.from fl Mean 4.00 -4.21 - 5.16 3.18 11.73'
the general sample

li
. S.D 27 97 30.10 34.92 45.92 36.69

Regular students.frbm schools . Mean -5.45 .- 19.93' - 16.31' -7.19 4.44
with terminated students S D. 28.00 30.30 35.10 48.90 36.56
Regular students from Mean -8.36 - 17.52' -8 11* -9.93' 4.72
the general sample - S.D. 28.11 30.60 35.34 48.17 36.46

'Significant at or beyond the 05 level
The sart2p,i/sizes are for the numbers of students upon whom the regression models were imposed

4
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Table C-12

Average Residualized Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year,2
for Students Who lost Title I When Promoted to a Grade With No CE Program

and ScAool Lost Funding, by Grade
Ws*

Group From Which Regression' 4
Model Was Developed

.
Gr.2 Gr.3

\
. Gr.4 Gr.S Gr.6

- .

.

.

: Reading

Number of Students Promoted** 67 72 237 79 83

t /
Title I students'from schools Mean 9 23 10 62* 1244* 6.30 8.46
with terminatA6tudents S D 33 77 32.00 31 36 37 03 29.55

Title I students from Mean 4 65 22 61* 5 33 7 OS -0.50
the general sample S D 32 15 32 57 31.66 36 21 30.86

Year 1 students who were Mean -43 57' 84* -3 75 -2 03 -9,60*
promoted in Year 2 to a S D 32 93 29 14 30 42 34 11 25.31
grade with no program N 65 68 233 76 /8

Regular students rom schools Mean -22 55* 6 76 -19 28* -11 90* -5.61
with terminated students S D.. 31 49 31 82 31 24 36 11 28 49

Regular students from Mean -21 00* 4.04 -15 75* -14 16* -9.24*
the general sample 1 S D 31 66 31 55 31 25 35.49 28 5a

Math

Number of Students Promoted** 97 74 67 64 66

Title I students from schools 414 Mean 4.61 4 06 3 58 --1342 -17.61
with terminated students S D 44.59 3532 40.17 43.77 50.46

Title I students from - Mean -15.73* -2.85 7.88 ( -9 45 -18'11*
the general sample S D. 46.23 35 83 40.00 43.00 51.06

Year 1 students who were Mean -18.17* -11.08 4 74 -14.39* -4.33
promoted in Year 2 to a S.D. 43 35 35.22 37.84 38.73 50.15
grade with no CE program N ". 93 69 65 64 63 °.

Regular students from schools
with jermlnated students

., Mean
S D.

-22 33*
45.77

-22.82*,
36 02

-1435*
, 40 26

-32.81*
45.64

26.69'
51.00

Regular sttfdents from Mean' -19 47* -22.67* -16 33* -30 55* -34 65*
the general sample S.D 47.10 3).69 39 98 45.26 51.06

Significant at Or beyond the 05 level
*The sample sizes are for the number of students upon whom the regression models were imposed In the cases of the same students, where

.$ Yee 2 data are imposed onto the Year I model, attrition has reduced the numbers slightly, so they are reported separately in the middle section
of each-nab-table By the same token, the t-test for the means of the same students in Year 1 and tear 2 are dependent tests, unlike all the
other which are independent

X1.4
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Residualized Reading,and Math Gain cores from Year 2 for Students Who Lost
Other-Federal CE When Promoted to a Grade With No CE Program, by Grade

' .

Group From Which Regression \

Model Was Developed
v ' Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

Reading
\

Number of Students Promoted** ,i 3 2 38
s

32 33

0,,
Other-Federal CE 'students Mean 41.52 . -2.30 12.71 25 02 7 75from the general sample

q.
,1 S D 47.11 12.28 4§ 83 46.21 49 52 '

Year 1 students who were Mean 31.91 27.00 5 15 -14 25 -20 04promoted in'Year 2 to a S D. 32.17 18.18 29 38 41 24 34.19, grade with no-CE program N 3 2' 32 30 33

Regular students from schools Mean 17.52 10 87* -10.22 -11 28 -11 16will terminated students S D 45 45 1.46 36 04 42 78 40 66
Regular students from Mean 18.96' 5 52 -6 70 -13 79 -15 03*thE, general sample S D 45 96 5 06 36 07, 41.42 40 89

f . Math c

Number of StudentS' Promoted** 3 0 B3 38 31

'.,Other-Federal CE students Mean -4.98' *** "' -8.14 41.27*fr the general sample S.D. 15 65 54.54 57.34\
,

Y r 1 students who were Mean 4-
14* 8.44 -11 21 14166pr moted in Year Z to a S.D S 43 47 41.67' 50.18gr de with no CE prograin N

AA 0 72 36 31

I
R ular students from schools Mean -26.66' I "" ,-25.73* -18.34* 18,16w h terminated students S.D. 5.57 ' 48.43 : 5 .71_ 49.06
qgular students from Mean -22.59 "' -26 52' - 6.10 10.02the general sample

.
S D. 4.56 48.26 52.30 49 11

'Significant at or beyond the OS level
-"The sample sizes are for the numbers of students upon whom the regression models were imposed In the of the tudents, whereYear 2 data are imposed onto the Year I model, amnion has reduced the numbers slightly, so they are r rately in the middler section of each sub-table By the same token, the ttests for themeans of the same students in Year 1 and Y ar 2 are dependent tests, unliker all the others which are independent,

1, The group upon which the regression model should have been computed or the group upon which it was impoipd had jhree or fewer memberst*No model was developed for the group 'Other-Federal CE-Students from schools with terminated studentsisecause, by theway the groups
were selected there were no students in this group (see Chapter 1 for exact selection procedures)

r.



. Table C-14

Residualized Reading and Mith Ga. Scores from Year 2 for Students MK). Lost Statep.ocal
.ck When Promoted to a .Grade With No CE Program, by Grade

a

.
Group From Which Regression

Model Was Developed .

.

Gr.2 tr.3 Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

-..

. #

Number of Students Promoted"

. N

V
21

Reading
Z

55 66 21 ---- T7

State/Local CE students from
the general sampfc,

Mean
S.D

-2.98
34.30

5.81 13 26*
33.90 38.55

20.40'
34.10

37.99'
29.87_

Year 1 students whb were --

promoted in Year 2 to a
"grade with no CE progra

Mean
S.D.

N

-6.32
22.62

21

,-9.24 5.65
33.38 42.44 I,

52 62

-5.30
32 65

20

-4.59
51.09 .

17'

Regular students Trom schools
with terminated students

Regular students from
the general

Meari,.,
S D

Mean ,.

S D -

Mean
S D*

-14 61
34 25

-14 93
34 27

47'

9 43
34 90

-3 27 -6.87
33.94 '. 38 75

, .

-4.79 -3.33
33 86 38 76

Math

65 , 53,

5.20. \ 6.49
34 88 37.42

/-

2 24
39 64

7-0.81
38.19

22.12
27.63

12.82
33.05 .

8.88
3Nik3 37

""talsomil

; f

13.55
40 83

..

Number of Students Promoted"'
,z3.

. P-
r

State/Local CE students from
the general sample

Year l''Ntdents who were
promoted in Year 2 to a
,grade with no CE program

- Mean
S.D

N

23.56"
29 75
46

-2 09 21 01'
25.11 '4. 35.60

1 63 49

-21 11
33.94
*

24.00
50.08

6

Regular students from schools
with terminated students

.._ -
.

(Regutar students from
the general sample

Mean'
S D.

Mean
S.D.

3.05
'32 52

8 45
32.79

i'
-18.66* -5.05

30.38 38.45

-18 95', -4 68
29 66 ,39.02

-9.92
29 93

-6.59
29 40

4 40
45.20

-3 64
.44.92

'Significant at or beyond the 05 level .
4.

4
"The sample tits are for the numbers of students upon whom the regression models were imposed. In the cases of the same students, whole

Year 2 data a e imposed onto the Year 1 model, attrition has reduced the numbers slightly, so they are reported separately in the middlesection
of each su le By the'same token, the t-tests for the means of the same students in Year 1 and Year 2 are dependent tests, unlike all the

J '' others which e independent Orr .

"No rnokwas veloped for the group 'State/ Local CE Students from schools with terminated students because,,by the way the groups were
selected, Ifiere were no students in this grchip (see Chapter 1 for exact selection procedures)

44.
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Table C-15-

Resichntlized Math G dui Scores from Year 2 for Students Who Lost Title I CE When Sc
'Los/Funding, by Grade (No School Lost Title I Reiding)

. . .
Group From Which Regression

Model Was Developed

T. ..

1,
Gr.2 'Gr.1 Gr.4 Gr.% C7:6

.

-
Number of Student;"

,.. _ , .

_
. ,

, Math'. 9'
.

56 88 58 '46 66.

._

Title I students from schools
with terminated students/
Title I students from
the general sample ,.

Mean
S.D.0*-

Meat
S.D

.1
12.81 26 62* -5.61 .90 9.51.
30.47 37.62 4,7.69 '- 39.45 . 44.50

, s ' ,
2.20' 19.37* -1.69 15.35* 4 78

30.02 37 73 ° 47.17 % 3.9 21 .38.58
.

Year 1 students who in Year 2
were in a.school that .
lost CE funding r

°

Mean
S D.

.N -

.

-12%.064 22 ill* -21.69*Y -0.80 0 64
30.17 ''` 36 0.1, . 37 05 33 95 41 011
52 84 53 tc,.45 6k

A ,

Regular students from schools
with terminated students

Reguiartudents from . ,--

the general sample
-

f
.Mean

S.D

Mean
S.D

,

-5.91 0.07- -26 38* -12.14 -3.72
29 97 37 53 46.07 41

'1)4
;3/3.61

I _

0.80 -1.11 -27.16* ' -9.40 s.11.77*e
30 16 37 96 46 15 , 40.65 .38 58

.

'Significant at or beyond the 05 level
"The sample sizes are for the numbers difstudents upon whom the regression models were imposed In the case§ of the san* shiclem where
'Year 2 data are imposed onto the Year I model, attfition has reducertlhe numbers slightly, so they are reported.separately in ate rhiclMsection
of the table By the same token, the t-test for the means of the same students in Year 1 and Year lare dependent tests, unlil& all the others-

sch are independent

,

°

85
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Table C-16

R4siduatized Reading and Math Gain Scores from Year 2 for Students Who Lost
, Other-Federal ,CE When School Lost Funding, by Grade

r-

Group From Which Regression
Model Was Oeveloped***

r

.... Gr.2 Gr.3 Gr.4 - Gr.5

.

.

Gr.6

. -
.

Reading

Number of Students** 90 88 39 - 27 22

.

\ Other-Federal CE students Mean 5.59 1.40 - 8 79 43.00
,

29.70
from thegeneral sample S.D 35.15. 26.26 46.41 47.10 60.01

Year I students who in AP-% Mean -3.82 -15 94* 3.81 -2.15 4.07
Year2 were in a school' S.D. 33'.02 26.02 27.31 -27.62 25.19
that lost CE funding N 86 . 84 36 25 18/ _-

-Replarstudents from schools . Mean -14.20* -7 85* -15 79' -8.84 (KO
with terminated Students S D 31 75 27.10 34 43 33 68 32.90

Regular students from i Mean -14 08* -5 72 212:27 -10 03 -3 46
the general sample : S D' 32 ST 26.12 34 44 31 63 32.83

' Math
Number,of Students** . ,7 18 0 20 r 26

. 1

Other-Federal CE student Mean 24.24 18.54 **** 23.41 32.90*
from' the general sample S.D

...

40.10 36.19 . 27.80 61130

.'tear-1 students who in Mean 2619 0.58 -24.74 12.79 -3.45
Year 2 were in a school .f S.D 36.31 22.11 34.85 , 24 36 42.93
that lost CE funding - N 6 16 15 19

.

24,

Regular students from schools Mean ,...--3.45 -8.46 -34.30* -9.85 3.56
. with terminated students . S.D. ) 33.84 38.00 41.05 37.54 47.02

Regular-students from Mean -0.72 -8.92 - 32.24' 6.47 n-11 88'
the gerieral sample S.D. `32.83 36.93 40 34 36.83_ 46.91

e

Significant at or beyond the 05 level
The sample sizes are for the numbers of students upon whom the regression `models are imposed In the cases of the same students, where

Year 2 data are Imposed onto ttle,Year I model, attrition has reduced the numbers slightly, so !bey- are reported separately in the middle
= section of each sub-table By the same token, the t-tests for the means of the same students in Year 1 yid Year 2 are dependent tests, unlike

all the others which a remdependent
The group on which the regression model should have been computed or the group upon which it was-Imposed had three or ewer cases

No model was developed for the group Other-Federal CE Students from schools with terminated students' because, by th(way the groups
were selected, there were no students in this group (see Chapter 1 for exact selection procedures)

N-4
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Table.C-17

Residualized Reading and Math Gain- Scores from Year 2 for Students,Who Lost State/Local
CE When Their School. Lost Funding, by Grade

Group From Which Regression
Model Was Developed***

'10----
Gr.2 Gr.

-
Gr.4 Gr.5 Gr.6

Number of Students**
.

180
.

215

Reading

177 150 ''
1

.

78

State/Local CE students from
the general sample

, Mean
S.D.'

-0 39
41.10

-1 30
30.62

14 27* 11 46*
42 10 33 08

15 96*
34.25

Year 1 students who ih
Year 2 were in a school
that lost CE funding )

' Mean .`
S D.

N

-10 57*
34 05

163

-5 98*
17 54

203

16.41 * -1 531'...
.31 99 34.87

168 143 .

9 21
29 47

75

Regular students fr schools
wtt-6 terminated students

Regular students fADm-
the general sample

* Mean
S.D

Mean
S.D

t

.

-13 01 *
39 69

-12 48*
40 02

-11 33*
31.49

-11.03*
30 67

-5.53 -7 n.
42 06 32 84

-1 97 -10 52*
42.07 31 88

.
:.-1 69
36 09

-5 12
36.24

.

Number of Students**

..

149
0

76

.

Math

114 126\ 60

State/Local. CE students from
'the general' sample,

Mean
S.D.

0 55
44.62

2 19
41.14

8'.79 15.18
. 40.44 36 9

8.77
49.71

Year 1 students who in
Year 2 wereln a school,
that lost CE funding

Mean
S.D.
N-

, 6.93
41.74
137

. .

-12.0a
35.06
74

22.16* -1.71
42.80 -35.24
11 318

16.82*
36.24
58 ,

\Regular students from schools
with terminated students

Regular students from
the general sample '

.

Mean
S D

Mean
S.D.i

P6-4.99
`43.40

0.17
43.25

-22 26*,
38.73

-22.71*
38.69

-8.57 ,-10.45*
39.3,9 38.22

-9.52*,, -8.16
39.65 37.86

-1.18
47.77

-9,17
47 88

'Significant at or beyond the 01 level ."The sample sizes are for the numbers of students upon whom the regression models are imposed In the case of the sajne students, where,
Year 2 data are imposed onto the Year 1 model, attrition has reduced the numbers slightly, so they are reported separately in the middle
section of each sub-table By the same token, the 1. is for the means of the same students in Year 1 and Year 2 are dependent tests, unlike
all the others wkich are independent

"'No model was &evelOped for the group'State/Local CE students from schools with terminated students' because, by the way thegroups were
selected, there were no students in this grotJp (see Chapter 1 for exact selection procedures)
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Table D-1

Significant Predictors of Year 1 Reading Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of Students 'Terminated from CE Programs

Service Items as Predictors
Grade* Significant

(N) Predictors
Variance

Accounted For*

Service,Composites as Predictors

Grade
(N)

Significant
Predictors

Viriance
Accounted For

Students No Longer Qualified for CE
2 Hours with a reading tutor .014

(351) Amount of individualized instruction .014
Teacher experience and training .016
Special teacher, 7 or more students .011

3 Non-programmed independent study .016
(551) Programmed independent study .009 None

Houq with reading tutor .007

4 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .017
(445) Paid aide, 1 to 10 students .017

6 'Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students T.,- ..011
(412)

2 Hours with a reading tutor

Students Promoted to a Grade With No CE Program

ro"a.129 2 Cost of services offered .200(31) (31)

3 Summer intellectual experience 3 Summer intellectual experience 210(48) Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .08f, (48)

4 Paid aide, 1 10 students .038
(147) Regular teach r,7 to 13- students .027

5 Teacher experieke_arld training .04
(135)

6 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students .061
(117)

124 122
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Table D-1 (Continued)
4

School Lost Funding for CE Program

2 Individualization of instruction- .187 2 Cost &resources offered 112

(41) (41)

Hours with a reading tutor .071 g, 3 Summer intellectual experience 066
(72) (72)

5 Teacher experience and training .125
(85)

6 .Non-programmed independent study .051
(105) . Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students .038

When grade is not listed, there were no service variables that entered the -`egression uation at or beyond the 05 level
Proportion of variance reduction in resIdualized gain score e, with pretest taken 0 as'each new variable is entered in a stepwise regression.

Table D-2

Significant Predictors of Year 1 Math Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of Students Terminated from CE Programs

Service Items as Predictors

Grade Significant
(N) Predictors '

2

(147)
3

(175)

4
(216)

6

(225)

Variance
Accounted tr**

Service Composites as Predictors

Grade*
(N)

Significant
Predictors

Variance
Accounted For

Students No Longer Qualified for CE

Programmed independent study
Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students

.036.

.030
2

. (147)
Total instruction time offered .030

Special teacher, 7 or more students .025

Special teaches, 1 to 6 students .038
Regular teacher, 14 to 20, students .022
Programmecrindependent study e 4.. .020
NOn-programmed independent study , .018
Special teacher, 7 or more students e .028

Regular teachei, 7 to 13 student's .052
Teather experience and training ,.027

Hours with a math tutor .044 121
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Table D-2 (Continued)

2

(30

3

(35)
4

(45)
5

(64)

6
(132)

Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students
Individualization of instruction

Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students

Teacher experience and training
Summer math experience
Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students

Summer math experience
Teacher experience and training

Students Promoted to a,Grade with No CE Program

.145

.190 '.5.

.
.110

.181
.119
.153

.031 6 Summer math experience
031 (132)

.031

2

137)

3

(39)

4
(120)

5

(108)
6

(54)

Hours with a math tutor
Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students
Summer math experience
Individualization of instruction
egular teacher, 1 to 6 students

N -programmed independent study

Surnmr intellectual experience
.,

Teacher experience and training
Regular teacher, I to 6 students

Teacher experience and training
Special teacher, 1 to 6 students
Programmed independent study

School Lost Funding for CE Program

.126

.184
:086
.116
.070
.064 ,

.129 3

(39)

.054 4

.033 (120)

.062

.059
.132

Summer intellectual experience

Cost of resources offered

)

.129

.140

\
_9

When grade is not listed, there were no service variables that entered the regression equatign at or beyond the .05 level
Proportion of variance reduction in ressdualized gain score (i.e., with pretest taken out) as each new variable is entered in a stepwise regresVon
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Table 6-3

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of Students Teiminated
from Reading CEPrograms Because They Were No Longer Qualified

a

Grade .
(N)

Service Items os Predictors Service Composites as Predictors
Significant Variance Grade' Significant Variance

, Predictors Accounted For" (N) Predictors Accounted For"
4

Studehii No Longer Qualified for Title

2 Non-programmed independent study .016
(305) Individualization of instruction .013

Regular teacher, 21 or more students .015

3 Special teacher, 7. ar more students I .023
1355) Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students 011

Teacher experience and training .016

W.*

ti

4 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students 022 4 Cost of resources offeril .018
(308) Special teacher, 7 or more students .013 (308) ________--7....,..

5 Summer intellectual experience -,., .056 5 Summer intellectual experience .056
(247) Teacher experience and training .031 (2471

Special teacher, 7 or more students ' .028
Individualization of instruction

1"
.015

' 6 Teacher experience and training, .048 Er Cost of resources offered .022
(193) Paid aide, 1 to 10 students .019 (193)

Students No Longer Qualified for Other-Federal CE

2 ' Individualization of instruction .203
(22) Hours with a reading tutor ,297

3 Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students .153
(31) Summer reading experience .151

I
5 Non-programmed independent study .345

(17) /

6 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students .184
(25)

it

5 Cost of resources offered
(17)

.408

123
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Table D-3 (Continued)

Students No Longer Qualified for Stafellor,a1 CE

3 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students . .062
(115) Paid aide, 1 to 10 studepts -.040

.r.P'.4 Individualization of instruction / .054
(161) Non-programmed independent study '.029

. '
5 Special teacher, 1 to 6 students .q89 . 5 Suomi ler intellectual. e

(70) Summer intellectual experience ,e .096 (70).
.

6 Hours with a reading tutor .425 - Cost of resources offered
(34) Regular teach, 1 to 6 students .117

Special teA er, 7 or more students .067
(34)

/ .

.0 it{

.356

When grade is not listed, there were no service variables that entered the regression equation at or beyond the OS Ievek ;fr.
Proportion of variance reduction in residualized gain score e., with pretest taken out) as each new yanable is entered in r steptvi egression.

i .
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Table D-4-L

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Math Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of Students Terminated
. from Math CE Programs Because They Were No Longer Qualified

44

Service Items as Predictors Service Composites is Predictors
Grade

(N)
Significant Variance Grade' Significant
Predictors . Accounted For" (N) *Predictors

.

Variance
Accounted For"

2

(131)

3

(120)

5

(132)

6
(104)

t'. fe

Nom with a math tutor
Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students

Teacher experience and training

.
Paid aide, 1 0 10, students ,
Regular teach 21 or more students

Hours with a math tutor ,

Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students
Paid aide, 1 to 10 students

- ,,

Students No Longer Qualified for Title I 4..

117 2 Cost of resources offered
.049 (131)

067

.031

.038
I.

.284 6 Cost of resources offered

.048 (104)

.083 .

069
f

.116

v

2

(19)

6
(11)

1

.Special teacher, 1 to 6 students

Regular teacher, 1 tot) students

iXs

Students No Longer Qualified foriOther-Federal CE

03 , 2 Cost of resources offered
(19)

..
659 ' 6 Cost of resources offered

(11)
...

254

782

4
(114)

5

(70)
.

Special teacher, 1 to 6 students
Non-programtned independent study

Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students
Teacher experience and training

Students No Longer Qualified for State/Local CE

.045 4 Summer intellectual experience

.047 b (114) .

.059 5 Total instruction time offered

.065 (70)'

.043

.127
,

When grade is not listed, there were no serZelt rabies that entered the regression equation at or beyond the 05 level
Proportoon of variance reducti8n in rpsidualized gain score li e , with pretest tajcen out) as each new variable is entered in a stepwise regression

-..
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J Table D-5

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of Students Terminated'
from Reading CE Programs Because They Were Promoted to a Grade with No CE Program

Service Items as Predictors Service Composites as Predictors
Grades

(N)
Significant. Predictors

.

Variance Grades
Accitted For (N)

Significant
,. Predictors

Variance
Accounted For

}
- 4

(221)

il
(313)

Individualization of instruction
.

Teacher experience and training
Special teacher, 1 to 6 students
Hours with ,rtratiriug for

Students Promoted Out of Title I

.034 ,
-

, None

,128
.125.

: .088

.

-...

4

(27)

5

(12)

Regular teacher, 1 tcr6 students
Special teacher, 7 or more students

Hours with a reading tutor

Studenti Promoted Out of Other-Federal CE

.254 4

.123 7)

.538
-

Cost of resources offered .318

2

(12)

3

(46)

5

(r3)

6
(14)

Programmed independent study

Special teacher, 7 or more students
Regular teacher,

1...

1 to 6 students

Paid aide, 1 to. 10 students
Non-programmed independent study

Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students

StudentsPromoted Out of State/Local CE

.598
.

,
, .095

;?
.088

.567 None

.146 -...

.433, .1

.

.

...

-

4

.

.

,

.

'When grade is not listed, there were no service variables that entered the regression equation at or beyond the .05 .level.
Proportion oLvariance reduction in residualized gain score (I e , with pretest taken out) as each new variable is entered in a stepAse regression.
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Table D-6

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Math Achievement Growth for Three Kinds of Students Terminated
from Math CE Programs Becadse They Were Promoted to a Grade With NO CE Prograin

. ' Service Items as Predictors , .° . Service Composites as Predictors .-

Grades Significant
(N) . Predictors

. Variance Grade
Accounted For . (N)

. Significant .

Predictors
Variance

Acalunted Foes'

.

2

(64)
4

(61)
,

5.
(48)

.-A

6 ,
(47.)

, ,

Paid aide, 1 to 10 students I ,

. ,
Regular- teacher, 7 to 13 students
Programmed independent study

Regular teacher'1 to 6 students

Individualization of instruction
Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students

.Students Promoted Out of-Thle I
.1

.072 / ,
168

.124

- .155 None
.

....- I _
.243
.074 .---

.

.

,

.

P , IL..,

,--

.

.

,

',

4
(72)

.

Npn-programmed independent study,
Special teacher, 7 or more students

Students Promoted Out of Other federal CE'

.174 /
. .094 -4' None

...

. _/-
.

.-
.

L

4

(48)

. -

-... 4
. .

P6id aide, 1 to 10 students
.!

.

..

0

Student Promoted Out of State /focal CE

.683

5
.

(8)

.

,... -
.

Total instruction time offered
.

.643

.

When grade is not listed, there were no service vaitables that uttered the regression equation at or beyond the .05 level.
Proportion of variance reduction in residualued gain score (i.e., with pretest taken out) as-each new variables entered in a stepwise regression.
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Table D-7

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement Growth for Two Kinds of Students Terminated
from Reading CE Programs Because Their Schools Lost Funding for CE Programs

Service Items as Predictors Service Composites as Predictors
Grade

(N)
Significant
Predictors

Variance
Accounted For"

Grade
(N)

Significant
Predictors

Variance
Accounted For"'

2

(88)

Students

Regular teacher,, 21 ormore students-
Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students
Sunimer reading experience
Summer intellectual experience
Non-programmed independent study
Special teacher, 1 to 6 students

in Schools That Lost Other-Federal CE Funding,.
.131
.044
.044
.107 i4
.038
.038

3 Teacher experience and training .225 3 Cost of resources offered .055
(84) Special teacher, 1 to 6 students .6'68 (84) Total instruction time offered .068

9
Summer reading experience 0.46

4 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students .210
(33)

Students in Schools That Lost State/Local CE Funding

2

(137)
Individualization of instruction
Regular teacher,, 14 to 20 students

273_Ars,
.066

2
(137)

Total instruction time offered
Summer intellectual experience

.088
.026

Hours with a reading tutor .020
3 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .038

(146) 4 Cost of resources offered .035
(123)

5 Teacher experience and training .045
(98)

6 Regular teacher,, 21 or more students .150
(34)

When wade is not listed, there were no service variables that entered the regreson equation at or beyond the OS level.
"Proportion of variance reduction in residualized gain score (i.e., with pretest taken out) as each new variable is entered in a stepwise regression
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Table D-8

Significant Predicto!s of Year 2 Math Achievement Growth for"Three Kinds of Students Terminated
from Math CE Programs Because Their Schools Lost Funding for CE Programs

ov

...

v

. Service Items as Predictors Service Composites as Predictors

Grade'
(N)

Significant
Predictors

. Variance Grade' Significant t
Accounted For" (N) Prtdictors

Variance
Accounted For"

4
(57)

5

(40)

6
(60)

Individualization of instruction
Hours with a math tutor

Regular teacher, 21 or more students

Hours with a math tutor
.

0

Students in Schools That Lost Title I Funding
%

2 Total instruction time offered
(30) Cost of resources offered

.320 4 Cost of resources Offered

.054 (57)

.104 5 Cost ere...sources offekti
. (40) Summei intellectual experience

.073\

, ! *

.

.

.

.176

.160

.085

102
.092

4
(14)

,

Programmed independent study
Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students

Students in Schools That Lost Other-Federal CE Funding

.345 None

.317
...

2

(125)

4
(99)

5

(111)

6
(44)

,

.
. .

Paid aide,-1 to 10 students _

Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students

Non-programmed independent study
Regular teacher. 14 to 20 students

Programmed independent study ''
Non-programmed independent study

Summer math experience .

Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students

Students in Schools That Lost State/Local CE Funding

.125 2 Summer math experience

.075 (125) - Total instruction time offered
.

..

.064 4 Cost of resources offered

.038 (99) -

. ...
.091

. .041

.194 - 6 Summer math experien'ce

.155 (44)

1

.077

.058

.083

.194

When grade os, not listed, )here were no service variables that entered the regression equation at or beyond the .05 level.
Proportion of variance reduction in residualized gain score Co e., with pretest taken out) as each new variable is entered in a stepwise regression.

R r



fr.

Table D-9 Al

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement' Growth fot S "dents Terminated from Title I Reading CE in Year 2 Because
They Were No Longer Qualified, by Grade and Year 1 Spring Quartiles

Service Items as Predictors Service Composites as Predictors
Grade Significant

(N) Predictors
Variance

Accounted Fol.**
Grade Significant

(N) Predictors
Variance

Accounted For"

Lowest Quartile

2 Regular teacher, 21 or more students .10E;
(48) Individualization of intruction .098

4 Non-programmed independent study .}'06
(47)

."
5 Special teacher, 7 or more students ...:.115

(57)

2 Individualization of instruction
(83) Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students

3 Special teacher, 7 or more students
(82)

5 Hdurs with a reading tutor
(58) Teacher experience and training...

Summer intellectual experience

6
(41)

SeCond Quartile 4
.121 a'

,.084
I

:233
.089
.060

Summer intellectual ,exlvience
Summer reading experience

, .

Amer reading experience
(58)

.035

.107

.166

141.
4.

142

1

446
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Table D-9 (Continued)

2

(92)
Summer,reading experience

, Third Quartile

.083 2

(92)

3 Teacher-experience and training .201
. (90) Hours with a reading tutor \.071

Special teacher, 7 or more students 34

4' Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students
(93)

5 Hours with a reading tutor .077
(66)

6 Regular teacher, 1 tO' 6 students .165 6
(49) (49).

Highest Quartile

2 Programmed independent study .079 2
(82) Summer intellectual experience .049 (82)

3 Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students .050
(112)

4 Individualization of instruction .087 4
(921 Special teacher, 7 or more students .066 (92)

Individualization of instruction .098
(66) Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students .082

Paid aige., 1 to 10 students .05Z

6 . Hours with a reading tutor __316

(49) ..
,

...

_ Summer reading experience .083

Summer intellectual experience
Cost of resources offered

Summer intellectual experien

Cost of resources offered

.122

.072

.073

.077

When grade is not listed, there were no service variables that entered the regression equation at or beyond the .05 level.
propordon of variance reduction in residualized gain score 0 e., with pretest taken out) as each new variable is entered in a stepwise regression
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Table D-10
.

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement
/

Growth-for Students Terminated from State/Local Reading CE
° Programsrin Year 2 Because They Were No Longer Qualified, by Grade and Year 1 Spring Quartiles

.7"
Service Items as Predictors Service Composites as Predictors

Grade'
(N)

Significant
Predictors

Variance
Accounted For"

Grade'
(N)

Significant
Predictors-

Variance
Accounted For"

3

(21)

6
(10)

3

(25)

4
(46)

'.5
(16)

2

' (37)

4
(42)

6
(9)

'

:-/
Regular teacher, 21 or more students

Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students

Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students

)

Special teacher, 7 or more students

JI
Special teacher, 1 to 6 students
Regular teacher, 21 or more students

Individualization of instruction
Teacher experience and training

Regular t4cher, 14 to'20 students

Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students

Loviest Quartile

.244

.
.920

.
.

r-'----7\--NSecand Quartile

.301

.143

.659

.113

ow Third Quartile

.184
.124

.21:17 .

.690

2

(20)

6
(10)

.

3

(25)

5

(16)

2

(37)

c,

I

Cost of resources offered,

Cost of resources offered,

Lost of resources 'offered

Cost of resources offered

Cost of * sources offered

.128

a

.638

'

.340

.311

.

.119

....
,

N

1

145 k- _146.
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Table' D-10 (Continued)

Highest Quartile

2 Special teachei, 1 to 6 students .137
(38) Summer intellectual experience .099

3 Summer intellectual experience :183 3 Summer intellectual experience .183
(38) Teacher experience and training . .124 (38) Total instruction time offered .170

. 4 . Individualization of instruction .104
(41)

6 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students ..809
(10)

'When grade is..not listed, there were no service variables that entered the regressibn equatiort at or beyond the .05 level -
"Proportion of vanance reduction in residualized gain score (i.e., with pretest taken out) as each new variable is entered in a stepwise regression.

Table D-11

Significrt Predictors of Year 2' Math Achievement Growth for Students Terminated from Title I Math CE in Year 2
, Beguse They Were No Longer Qualified, by Grade and Year 1 Spring Quartiles

Service Items as Predictors
Grade Sighificant

(N) Predictors
Variance C

Accounted For

Service Composites as Predictors

Grade Significant Variance
(N) Predictors Accounted Force

Lowest Quartile

2-' Total instruction time offered
(38)

3 Teacher experience and training .276
(35) Special teacher, 7 or more students .094

4
(21)

Regular teacher, 21 or more students .216

.120

148:



Table D-11 (ContinueV`

Second Quartile

2 Hours with a math tutor` .215 2 . Total instruction time offered .256
(34) Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students .199 (34)

SumMer intellectual expkence .077
Summer math experiencels .132
Teacher exptrience and training .111 7"

, Paid aide, 1 to 10 students .040

3 Special teacher, 7 or more students .174
(28)

4
(49)

..',
.Programmefl, independent study
Summer math experience --

.081

.089

6 Non-programmed independen udy .680 6 Summer math experience .435
(10) Regular teacher, 7-to 13 students .178 (10)4

* Third Quartile

2 ,Paid aide, 11°10 students ..407 2 Cost of resources 'offered .309
.(37) (37)

4 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students - .068
(69), Regular teacher, 21 or more students .100

6 P'aid tutor, 1 to 10 students .342 ' 6 Total instruction time offered .347
(18) (10) Summer math experience -.236

Highest Quartile114.

' 2 Non-programmed independent study ' .397
(22) Special teacher, 7 or more students .195

Regular teacher, 7 to 43 students
k.

.153

3 Programmed independent study .185
(24

14r 4 Total instruction time offered .067
(85)

'6 'Flours with a math.tutor .334 6 ' Cost of resources offered .14§
(68) Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .091 (68)

Paid aitie, 1 to )0 students
Special teacher, 7 or more students

..151
.041

When grade is not listed, there were no service yariables Oiat entered the regression equation at or beyond the .05 level.
Pro$ortion of variance reduction in residualized gain score (i e, with pretest taken out) as each new variable is entered in a stepwise regression. 150



?/., Table D-12
!.

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Math Achievement Growth for Students Terminated from State/Local Math CE Programs in Year 2
Because They Were No Longer Qualified, by Grade and Year 1 Spring Quartiles

Service°Items as Predictors

Grade'
(N)

Significant
Predictors

Variance
Accounted For"

Grade
(N)

Lowest Quartile

Teacher experience and training .293
y 7) None

5 Regular teacherf7 to 13 students .809
(6)

2 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students

, Second Quartile

-.876 4 z
(7) Regular teacher, 21 or more students f .105 (7)
6 '`Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students .624
(8)

Third Quartile

6

(5)V Highest QUartile

4 Specialleacher, 1 to 6 students .166
(26) None.

5 SpeCial teacher, 7 or more students -.150
(37),

I 6 lacrLexperience and training .119
(45)

Service Compoiites as- Predictors

Significant
Predictors

Variance
Accounted For"

-4.
Cost of resources offered- .738

Total instruction time offered .914

When grades's not listed, there were no service vanables that entered the regression equation at or beyond the 05 level.
Proportion of variance reduction in resit:Waked gain score (i.e , with pretest taken out) as each new vanable is entered in a stepwise regressiOn.
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Table D-13

ificant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement Growth (Assessed Using Year 2 Pretests and Year 1 Charige-Scores ) forudents Terminated from Three Kinds of Reading CE Programs in Year 2 Because They Were No Longer Qualified

Service HEMS. as Predictors

Grades,
(N)

Significant
Predictors

Variance
Accounted For

Service Composites as Predictors

Grades Significant iariance
(N) Predictori Accounted For

Students No Longer Qualified for Title I
2 - Non-programmed independent study .019

(288) Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students .016.
3 Special teacher, 7 or more students- .013

(345)

4 Regular teacher, 14 to,,,20 students .016
(293) Regular teacher, 21 or more students .014

5 Summer intellectual experience
(236) Special teacher, 7 or more students

.035
.030

6' Paid aide, 1 to 10 students , . .045
(184) Non-programmed independent study , .027

Summer intellectual experience, .024
Regular teacher, 1-6 students .021

5 /...Summer intellectual experience .035
(235)

2 IndividUalization of instruction
(21) Hours with a reading tutor

(3)

5 Non-programmed individual study
(17)

6 Regular teacher,\4 to 20 students
(24)

Students No Longer Qualified for Other-Federal CE

.271

.222

Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students .262

.358 io 5 Cost of resources offered
(17)

.384

.325

.; *154
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Table D-13 (Continued)

4 11\

Students No Longer Qualified for State/Local CE

2 Paid aide, 1 to 10 students .636 2 Cost of resources offered ;039
(122)

\
(122)

3 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students .081
(110) Paid aide, 1 to 10 students .037

4 Individualization of instruction ' .058
,(148)

6 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .467 6 Cost of resources,ered
(34) Hours with a reading tutor .153 (34)

Special teacher, 7 or more students .096
1

Yo

.403

_
'When grade is not listed, there were no service variable, that entered the regression equation at or likyond tire 05 level.

"Proportion of vanance reduction in residualized gain score (i.e , with pretest taken out) as each newvanable is entered in a stepwise regression.
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V' fable D -14

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Math Achievement Growth (Assessed Using Year 2 Pretests and Year 1 Change-Scores) For Students
Terminated from Three Kinds of Math CE Programs in Year 2 Because They Were No Longer Qualified

Service Items as Predictors Servi2e Composites as Predictors
Grade

(N)
Significant
Predictors ".

Variance SignificantGrade*
Accounted For** .r4 (N) Predictors

... "

Variance
Accounted For

2

(122)

4
(213)

L
. 5

023)

6
(100)

e

Hours with a math tutor
Special teacher, 1 to 6 students

Individualization of instruction
Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students
Special teacher, 1 to 6 students
Hours with a math,tutor

Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students

Reguteacher, 1 to 6 students
Hours with a math tutor
Programmed independent study

Students No Longer Qualified for Title I

.154 2 Cost of resources offered

.053 (1,22)-

.056 4 Cost of resources offered

.052 (213)
-.019 -

.017

. . .048 ^ . . .

.

.172 6 Cost of resources offered

.060 , ' (100),
\.....

.....,%

.

.102

.031

w.109 *

.044

6
' 111)

.

i..
Regular teacher, 1-6 students

Students No Longer Qualified for Other-Federal CE .
.

.615 4, 6 Cpst of resources offered
.

(11) Slimmer math experience
.739
.131

3

(43)

4
-^ (105)

.

-

Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students

Summer intellectual experience
-,

.

1 \.
Students No Longer Qualified for State/Local CE

I

.15J9 i . 0, .,
- -

.068 4 Total instruction time offered
--. (105)

5 Summer intellectual experience
..L.........,. (68)

Tota) instruction time offered
_

..

F.

.(a'

.071,-;
..
, Try

1

.087

..,.,.

'When grade is not listed, there were no service vanablei that entered the regression equation at or beyond
Pr4ortion of variance reduction in residualized gain score tie., with pretest and previous years gain taken out

stuna es:wise regression

157
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each new variable is entered
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Table D-15

.P.

a

t.

1

..,

1,

,... .

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achieveinent Growth (Assessed Using Year 2 Pretests and Year 1 Change- Scores) for
Students,Terminated from Three Kinds of Reading CE Programs in Year 2 Because They Were Promoted y a Grade With No CE

- Service Items.as Predictors Service Composites at Predictors
Grade Significant

(N) Predictors
Variance

Accounted For
Grade Significant

, (N) Predictors

Students Plomoted Out of Title-I

3 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .085
(64)

4 Individualization of instruction .025
(217)

,.N5 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .083 5 Summer reading experience .075
(64) Summer reading experience . .059 (64)

6 Hours with a reading tutor .287 .
(36) ReWar teacher, 1 to 6 students .086

Variance
Accounted For

I .,

Dr' Students Promoted Out of Other-Federal CE Programs ::

4 Hour ,with a reading tutor ,-- .491 e" 4 Cost of resources offered
(22) Regular teacher, 1 t9 6,students , .132 ' (22)

Special teacher, 7 or more students .099 ,

.5 'Programmed inde ndent study
(11)

.584

.270
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Table D-15 (Continued)

Students Promoted Out of State/Local CE Programs

2 Non-progmmed independent study .558 . 2

(12) (12)

3 Special teacher, 7 or more students .238
(43)

4 Total instruction time offered .111

'(47)

5 P id aide, 1 to 10 students .618 5

(18) S ial teacher, 1 to 6 student's .129 . (18)

6 Regular teacher, 21 or more itudentg .661
(14)

Total instruction time offered .498

Summer reading ex

'When grade is not isted, there were no service variables that entered the regression equation, at or beyond the .05 level.
"Proportion of variance reduction in residualized gain score e., with pretest and previous year's gain taken out) as each new Oanable is entered

.a stepwise regres sion.

161.

c7,

rience .265

162 .
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a Table D-16
.. .

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Math Achievement Grow (Assessed Using Year 2 Pretests and Year 1 Change-Scores) for StudenIs
Terminated from Three Kinds of Math CE Prograrbs in Year 2 Because They Were Promoted to a Grade With No CE

.
-;'-'''- Service Items and Predictors . :!... Service Composites as Predictors

Grade! Significant Variance Grade' Significant Variance(N) Predictors Accouned For" a (N) Predictors Accounted For"
..

.
\--..... - ,

4 Programmed independent study
(59)

6 , Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students
(45) Individualization of instruction

..

Students Pr motel Out of Title Ia
.221

. -' _ None
1

- e 1 c

.134
..- .,

,.173 .

.

. .

.-----
,.

4 Non-programmed independent study
(63)`Individualization of instruction

4 Regular teacher, 7 to 13 students
Hours with a math tutor

Students Promoted Out of Other-Federal CE Programs

.191

.107

.053 None

.063 r
,

.." s

.

40

None

.

Students Promoted Out of State/Local CE Programs

None 4,"4
.

.

'When grade is not listed, there were no service variables that entered the regression equation at or beyond the .05 level.
Proportion of variance reduction in residualized gain score li e , with pretest and previous year's gain 'taken outlp each nip variable is entered
in a stepwise regression
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Table D-17

Significant Predictors of Year 2 Reading Achievement Growth (Assessed Using Year 2 Pretests and Year 1 Change-Scores) for
Students Terminated from Two Kinds of Reading CE Programs in Year 2 Because Their Schools lost Funding for CE Programs

. -

Service Items as Predictors Service Composites as Predictors

Grade' Significant
(N) Predictors

.s.

1 Variance
Accounted-For"

Grade' Significant Variance
(N) Predictors ... Acc9unted Foi"

," .
Students in Schools That Lost Other - Federal CE Funding

2 Regular teacher, 21 or more students .157 .
(84) Special teacher, 1 to 6 Vents

1
.072 -

3 Special teacher, 1 to 6 students .156 3 Summer reading experience .066
(81) Summer reading experience .055 (81)

Regular teacher, 21 or more students .053
,a.

4 Individualization of instruction .212
(31). Special teachtr, 1 to 6 students . .161

1,

,
2 Individualization of instruction

(1 28) Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students

3 Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students
(141) . .'

4 Special teacher, 7 or more students .059
(117) Programmed independent study 04

Regular teacher, 21 or more students .05
Regular teacher, 1 to 6 students .038

. ,
Students in Schools That Lost State/Local CE Funding r

,./

.115a.
079

.035

6 Hours with a reading tutor
(33) Summer intellectual experience

Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students

y
.284
.108
.123

2 Total instruction time offered .065
(128)

3 Cost of resources offered .035
(141)

f

6 Surrfiner intellectual experience .200
(33) Total instruction time offered .129

y ,

When grade is not listed,-there were no service variables that entered the regression tlquation at or beyond the 05 level
Propornon of variance reduction in residual gainisore (le , with pretest and previous year's gain taken out) as each new vanable is entered

in a stepwise regression ,

165

s.

166

)
0



TableD-18

Significant Predictors at Year 2 Math Achievement Growth (Assessed Using Year 2 Pretests and Year 1 Change-Scores) for StudentsTerminated from Three Kinds of Math CE Programs in Year 2 Because Their Schools Lost Funding for CE Programs

Service Items as Predictors
Service Composites as PredictorsGrade* 4 Significant Variance Grade* Significant(N) Predictors Accounted For" t---- (N) Predictors

Variance -
Accounted For'

Studeits in Schools That Lost Title I funding. .
2

.

Regular teacher, 21 or more students . .245(29)
..........----....

Individualizaion of instruction .116
3 Specia,1 teacher, 1 t9 6 students .095(59) Hours with a math tutor .091

il,4 , Individualization of instruction :234
(52)

5 Regular teacher, 21 or more students .172 5 Cost of resources offered(40)
(40) e

V

-Students in Schools That Loit Other-Federal Cr Funding. .,4 Programmed independent study .k, .454
(13) Individualization of instruction .309r Regular teacher,, 1 to 6 students .109 None

_6 Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students .791
(8)

.162

."
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Table 0-18 (Continued)

S..

Students in Schools That4Lost State/Local CE Funding
2 ' Regulartcher, 14 to 20 students .129

.
2 Summer math expenence 036(116) . (116) Total instruction time offered 064

Cost of resources offered .042
4 Paid aide, 1 to 10 students .087 4 Total instruction time offered 089(96) Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students .072 (96)

5 Programmed independent study .103
(104) Non-programmed independent study .061

6 Regular teacher, 7-td 13 students .192 6 Summer math experience 134
(43) Paid aide, 1 to 10 students 111

......, \(43) .i)

Regular teacher, 14 to 20 students .
.076

'When grade is not listed. there were no service variables that entered the regression equation at or beyond the 05 level
'Proportion of variance reduction in resodualized gain score 6 e., with pretest and prenous year'sgain taken out) as each new variable in entered
in a stepwise regression
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